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LONDON, JUNE 16, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s unpERsTooD at present that Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. 
Baron Portock will be the vacation judges for the year begin- 
Ding the 13th of August next. 





Tue TRaNsFER of one hundred and thirty actions to Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu for the purposes only of hearing or of trial was made 
on Thursday, the 14th inst. It comprises thirty from the list of 
Mr. Justice Kay, thirty from that of Mr. Justice Currry, forty from 
that of Mr. Justice Norn, and thirty from that of Mr. Justice 
Srimtine. The order will be found in another column, the actions 
mentioned in the schedule thereto being re-arranged in the order 
in which they will be heard. 





Norwirustanpine that the new order for transfer was not signed 
on the 12th inst., Mr. Justice Kexewicu announced on that day 
that parties concerned in cases transferred must be ready for trial 
on Monday, the 25th inst., and that actions not ready in their turn 
= be placed in a deferred list, and not taken without special 
order. 





THERE Is LITTLE DouBt that the Government have abandoned 
their intention of promoting the appointment of a new judge of 
the Chancery Division. It is, however, not improbable that Mr. 
Wanrmineron’s suggestion that actions set down in the Chancery 
cause books and marked as belonging to the Queen’s Bench Division 
should be transferred to a judge of that division, will be adopted, 
but even so there are only about sixty actions so marked, and the 
relief gained by such a transfer would be scarcely appreciable. 





Tue Liasimity or Trustees Britt passed through Committee in 
the House of Lords Jast week, apparently without alteration, but 
with the understanding that amendments to clause 7 (enabling the 
Statute of Limitations to be pleaded by trustees) will be proposed 
by the Lord Chancellor on the report stage of the Bill. The Lord 
Chancellor raised an objection to the application to the court 
rendered necessary for investment on inscribed stocks of any 
British colony by sub-clause (6) of clause 9 (trustees’ investments), 
which we questioned in commenting on the alterations made in the 
Bill (ante, p. 501). With much deference to the Select Com- 
mittee, who, as Lord Herscuett explained, had been unable to see 
their way to any other provision, we think it would be better 
either to strike out the sub-clause or to give power, without any ap- 
plication to the court, to invest in any inscribed stocks of Colonial 
Governments. The cost to the trust estate of spplication to the 








court will probably render the subclause, as it stands, « dead 


letter; and, if it should be acted on, and a judge, in a reported 
case, should decline to sanction an investment in a particularjolonial 


ggg | Stock, the result might be to injure very considerably that 


stock in the market. The discussion on the trustees’ investment 
clause elicited the information that the Rule Committee of Judges 


682 | are reconsidering rule 17 of order 22 of R. 8. C., 1883, relating to 
3 | the investment of cash under the control of the court, and it is 


much to be hoped that they will be able to get rid of what Lord 


3| Satispury called the superstitious restraints on investment. It 


would be useful if the rule could be so altered as to represent the 
range of investment which a prudent testator or settlor would be 
likely to prescribe, so as to enable investment clauses in wills 


04 | and settlements to be omitted, or framed only by way of addition 


to the rule. But we have no great expectation that this result 
will be attained. 





Mr. Cozens-Harpy probably owed the second reading of his 
Accumulations Bill to the fact that it was set down for one of the 
great Ascot days. The Attorney-General strongly opposed the 
Bill, and it may be presumed that it was only the knowledge that 
there was not a majority within reach which led to a division not; 
being taken. According to the 7imes, it was stated that the Bill 
“had been carefully considered by the a Law Society, 
which body had unanimously passed a resolution in its favour.” 
The reference is, we presume, to the council of the society; and 
(if the report is correct) it would be interesting to know the 
grounds of their strong approval. We confess we do not at 
present see any reason for enthusiastic support. No doubt there 
have been cases in which directions to accumulate have proved 
mischievous, but it does not follow that it is desirable to run to the 
extreme of rendering illegal all periods of accumulation allowed 
by the Ist section of the Thellusson Act except the period of 
the minority or respective minorities of the person or persons who 
would for the time being, if of full age, be entitled to receive 
the income directed to be accumulated. It may be noticed that 
the Bill prohibits accumulations for any ‘longer or other’’ term 
than that above referred to, the words italicized being an addition 
to the words of the Thellusson Act, which, it is presumed, would 
have the effect of rendering invalid a direction to accumulate for 
any period less than the minority of the person or persons entitled. 
It is almost needless to repeat what we have before pointed out — 
viz., that, if the Bill becomes law as it stands, a bequest to a 
legatee on attaining twenty-five, with a direction to accumulate 
the income for him in the meantime, will be void as regards the 
accumulations. The Bill will probably be referred to the Standing 
Committee on Law, and, we hope, will be modified. 





Mr. Justice Cuarres’s decision in Swain v. Ayres and Luck 
(ante, p. 94) was on Tuesday affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 
Our readers may remember that the question was, whether section 
14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, relating to ‘‘a right of re- 
entry or forfeiture under any proviso or stipulation in a Jease,” 
extends to such a proviso contained in an agreement for a lease. 
It was contended that the effect of Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W. R. 
109, 21 Ch. D. 9) is, that for every purpose, including the inter- 
pretation of statutes, a tenant who enters and occupies under an 
agreement for a lease is an actual lessee, and the agreement for a 
lease under which he holds is an actual “ lease” ; and that such a 
tenant is therefore entitled to the relief against forfeiture provided 
by section 14. In Swain v. Ayres and Luck Mr. Justice Cuantes 
based his decision, that the tenant was not entitled to such relief, 
on the ground that the doctrine of Walsh v. Lonsdale only applies 
where specific performance can be obtained of the agreement for a 
lease ; and as, in the case before him, the tenant had acted in 
breach of the covenant to repair agreed to be contained in the lease, 
he could not obtain specific performance. It appeared to us that 
this ground of decision was unassailable, and indeed, as we pointed 
out at the time, it was already sanctioned by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Coatsworth v. Johnson (55 L. J. Q. B. 220). 
But the more generally important and interesting question was, 
whether section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, applies to the 
case of a tenant holding under = agreement for a lease which <4 
capable of bei cifically performed. In Swain v. Ayres an 
Luck Me Kaa dh wm van reported to have expressed an opinion 
that ‘section 14 must be construed according to its natural 
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meaning, and that it applied to a lease, and to a lease only”; 
and we gave (ante, p. 85) reasons for thinking that this is the 
only construction of the section compatible with the language 
of the Conveyancing Act, and the presumable intention of its 
framers; but, at the same time, we pointed out that in Coats- 
worth v. Johnson the Court of Appeal had expressly declined to 
decide this question, and that there was evidently doubt in Lord 
Esner’s mind on the subject. In the recent case the Court of 
Appeal, while affirming Mr. Justice Cuartzs’s decision on the first 
of the grounds above mentioned, appear to have held that in 
all cases where an agreement for a lease is capable of being 
specifically enforced, it is a ‘‘ lease” within the meaning of section 
14. We need not repeat the reasons we adduced in support of a 
contrary view, but we may remark that, so far as appears from 
the report, the court do not seem to have discussed the provisions 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, bearing on the meaning of the 
word * lease.” 





Tue contest between the railway companies and the public 
goes on with varying success. Two recent cases appeal to the ex- 
perience of everybody, and in one of them a Lord Justice of Appeal 
seems to have been a sympathetic judge. ‘‘I am the judge of 
assize,”’ said Lorrs, L.J., when he had lost his ticket. ‘I have 
heard that story before,” promptly replied the ticket collector. 
Presumably, however, he refrained from proceeding to the ex- 
tremity which caused the litigation in Butler v. Manchester, 
Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. Here the company’s 
servants forcibly ejected a passenger who had lost his ticket, and 
who declined to pay more than the original price of it. There 
‘was no reason to impute a fraudulent intention to him, as he was 
primé facie respectable, and known to several persons in the train. 
Such a proceeding may be convenient for railway companies, but 
there is no legal justification for it, since sections 103 and 104 of 
the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, are inapplicable. The tendency 
is to treat the contract between the passenger and the com- 
pany as an ordinary contract for carriage, and if any breach 
of the conditions occurs in the course of it, as that the 
passenger should shew his ticket, then the proper remedy is 
by action, in the same way as for other breaches of contract. 
This is consistent with such cases as London and Brighton 
Railway Co. v. Watson (27 W. R. 614, 4 C. P. D. 118),. which 
decide that a passenger is only liable to pay for the actual services 
rendered him, and that the company cannot inflict upon him an 
uncertain penalty, such as the payment of the full fare from the 
starting point of the train. The other case was Skipworth v. 
Great Western Railway Co., and was of that familiar class 
depending upon the conditions printed on the back 
of a ticket. This was an ordinary cloak-room ticket, and 
the condition was to the effect that the company would 
not be liable for loss beyond £5, unless an additional payment on 
the declared value of the property was made. A loss took place by 
reason of the delivery of the luggage to the wrong person. The 
case is, therefore, very similar to Harris v. Great Western Rail- 

-way Oo. (1 Q. B. D. 515), where, also, the loss arose through the 
negligence of the company’s servants; and after that decision it 
was natural to hold that the luggage was deposited upon a 
condition of which notice was given to the passenger, and that the 
word “loss” covered the loss occasioned by the misdelivery in 
question. It must, of course, always be more or less unsatisfactory 
to decide these questions on the assumption that a contract has 
been deliberately made. The conditions on the back of a ticket, as 
atule, attract no attention, or, if they do, are accepted as inevitable. 
But when they refer to a matter which a passenger can rectify by 
an extra payment, it would not be unreasonable to require them to 
be brought more prominently before him. 





Tue cast of Re Scanlan, recently decided by Srrrtina, J., settled 
an important point with reference to the (iuardianship of Infants 
Act, 1886, and may raise a doubt in the minds of some whether 
the position of the mother under that Act is as satisfactory as has 
been supposed. The matter relates to the religious education of 


the chil after the father’s death. Nothing is better settled 
than that, in the father’s lifetime, this is subject to his exclusive 
control. For this it is only necessary to refer to Re Agar-Ellis 


in Hawksworth v. Hawksworth (6 Ch. 542), it was said by Sir 
W. M. James, L.J.:—‘‘ The rule of the court is, that the court, or 
any persons who have the guardianship of a child after the father’s 
death, should have sacred regard to the religion of the father in 
dealing with the child.” The question then arises whether the 
mother, who becomes guardian under the recent Act, is any less bound 
by the same rule than a guardian appointed by the father’s will 
or otherwise. To this it seems possible to give only one reply— 
and it is to be found, as Mr. Justice Srre.ine pointed out, in the 
words of section 4, which expressly give to a guardian under the 
Act, and therefore to the mother, such powers over the estate and 
person of the infant ‘‘ as any guardian appointed by will or other- 
wise now has under the Act 12 Chas. 2, c. 24, or other- 
wise.”” Thus it is quite clear that the Act simply creates a new 
guardian, in the person of the mother, but confers upon her no 
new powers in that office. Whether upon the father’s death she 
could usefully have power to change the religion of the children 
may well be doubted; the real difficulty lies in the disagreement of 
husband and wife inter se, and no Act of Parliament can cure the 
bad results of this. 


Str W. Hovrpsworrs is pressing on the Government the 
expediency of passing, in the present session, an Act similar to 
that which was passed in 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 88), to prohibit, 
except under very special circumstances, the grant of any new 
licences for the sale of liquor for the period of a year; and as 
this proposition will, we imagine, meet with the approval of 
teetotalers and publicans as well, there seems to be a possibility 
that the Government may ultimately adopt it, although declin- 
ing to pledge themselves to do so. The Act of 1871, while 
prohibiting the grant of new licences, made an exception for 
any case in which it should appear to the justices ‘‘that the 
refusal to grant any new licence will cause inconvenience to any 
locality, or to the publie, or injury to any person or body corpor- 
ate.” In such case a provisional grant might be made, the 
Secretary of State having authority to confirm it or not, at his 
pleasure—for so we read the words “it shall be lawful for the 
Secretary of State to confirm,” &. The Act also contained a 
very important and novel provision, which was subsequently 
embodied, with amendments, in section 50 of the Licensing Act, 
1872, for enabling the justices to remove licences from one part of 
their divisions to another—thus adjusting the undue proportion of 
licences to population which have arisen from those natural causes 
the operation of which is indicated by each census. | 








We wave several times called attention to the effect of section 
45 of the Copyhold Act, 1887, upon the devolution of trust and 
mortgage estates. By that section it is provided that ‘The 
thirtieth section of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 
1881, shall not apply to land of copyhold or customary tenure 
vested in the tenant on the court rolls of any manor upon any trust 
or by way of mortgage.” The object of the change was to avoid the 
expense consequent upon the necessity of admitting two or more 
executors, the fines upon admission being from this cause often 
nearly doubled. Perhaps, however, it has not been generally 
noticed that the change only applies where the trustee or mort- 
gagee was actual tenant on the rolls. It is important to notice 
this with regard to mortgagees, owing to the common practice for 
the mortgagee to abstain from taking admittance until it is necessary 
todo so. In sucha case his equitable estate will devolve upon 
his executors, and when they come to be admitted there will 





arise, of course, just the expense which the Act was meant to 
avoid. The case was probably not foreseen by the framers of the 
Act, but it is important to notice it, and to remember that the 
devolution of mortgage estates of copyhold is liable to this com- 
plication. 








Lord Macnaghten will preside at the annual dinner of the United 
Law Society, which takes place at the Holborn Resturant, on Friday, 
the 22nd inst. The dinner is this year arranged in connection with 
the congress of the provincial societies in union with the United Law 
Society, which will be held at the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on 
Thursday, Friday, and Saturday in next week. An opportunity will 
be afforded for the discussion of the questions which at present 
require the consideration of the profession. Members of both 





(24 Ch. D. 817). Moreover, after his death, it is the duty of any 
guardian a child may have to carry out the father’s wishes. Thus, 


branches of the profession are invited to take part in the pro~ 
ceedings. 
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BILLS OF SALE GIVEN IN WRONG NAME. 


Tue law relating to bills of sale is full of difficulties and 
anomalies; but we think that perhaps the climax has been 
reached in the case of Downs v. Salmon (20 Q. B. D. 775). The 
case stands next in the Law Reports to another decision in pari 
materid—viz., Lee v. Turner (20 Q. B. D. 773)—a juxtaposition 
which is very effective by way of contrast. In Lee v. Turner the 
grantor of a bill of sale was described in the bill of sale and 
affidavit filed on registration as ‘Kendrick Turner, tutor,” 
whereas in fact his name was Frederick Henry Turner, and he 
was a schoolmaster; and it was held that the misdescription 
rendered the registration of the bill of sale void. In Downe v. 
Salmon a bill of sale was given by a husband and wife, and in the 
instrument and the affidavit filed on registration, their names were 
described as Alfred Salmon and Edith Campbell Salmon, wife of 
Alfred Salmon. The husband’s true name was George Henry 
Arthur Salmon, and the misdescriptions were purposely made by 
the grantors to conceal the fact that they had given a bill of sale. 
It was held that the registration of the bill of sale was not 
thereby invalidated. 

Notwithstanding the strong apparent inconsistency of the 
result, it seems doubtful, on reading the judgments, whether 
there is any real conflict between these decisions, though some of 
the expressions used by the judges in the respective cases hardly 
seem to be reconcileable. We do not propose to discuss the 
question whether the decisions are respectively right or wrong. 
But, assuming that they are both right, we confidently assert that 
the result is an absurdity. It seems obvious that the object of 
the provisions of the Bills of Sale Acts with regard to registration 
was to insure publicity for the transaction, so as to prevent fraud, 
and to enable persons about to give credit to the grantor to ascer- 
tain his position. To that end appears to be directed the provision 
that there must be a description of the residence and occupation 
of the grantor. In the case of Lee v. Turner the statement of 
the occupation was not strictly correct, for a tutor is not the 
same as a schoolmaster, though the occupations are cognate. But 
it is an absurd result if a man may, to conceal the transaction, 
give a bill of sale in a false name, although his true occupation 
must be stated with the most rigid accuracy. The whole object 
with which the description of the occupation is required is, as it 
appears to us, probably frustrated if the wrong name may be 
given. It seems to us to result from Downs v. Salmon that not 
merely a wrong Christian name, but a wrong surname, may be 
given ; and if an entirely different name may be given, giving the 
occupation would probably not be of any effect for the purpose of 
identification. 

The way in which the judges appear to have reasoned in Downs 
v. Salmon was as follows :—There is nothing in the common law 
to prevent a man giving a bill of sale of his goods and chattels 
under any name he pleases; which is undoubtedly so. Then, in 
order to avoid a bill of sale given under an assumed name, it must 
be brought within the terms of the Act. The Act provides for 
the filing of an affidavit of due execution and attestation, and a 
description of the residence and occupation of the person making 
or giving the bill of sale; but there is no provision for a correct 
statement of the grantor’s name, or that the instrument shall be 
avoided if his name is not correctly stated. It was argued 
that the Act must, by implication, mean that the instrument 
must be executed in the grantor’s true name. There cap 
be little doubt that the Act contemplated that the true 
anme would be used; the whole machinery of resgistration 
seems to become idle otherwise; but it does not follow, because 
the ordinary course of business is assumed to be pursued, and 
the legislation is accordingly directed to that state of things, 
that there is necessarily any provision rendering it essential to 
pursue it. The truth may be that the Legislature only thought of 
the ordinary case of a man giving a bill of sale in his proper 
name, and never thought of the case of a man executing a bill of 
sale under an assumed name, and therefore never provided for it. 

And, however absurd the result of such an omission in par- 
ticular cases may be, we are by no means sure that it would be 
altogether easy to frame a satisfactory provision for remedying it, 
It might not always be easy to say what was a man’s true name. 
A man who has been endowed by his godfathers and godmothers 


frequently ignores some, or all but one, of them. A man, more par- 
ticularly in the lower walks of life, from some inscrutable reason 
or perversity of mankind, often acquires among his associates, and 
is generally known by, an altogether different Christian or surname 
from that which rightfully belongs to him. Men, for reasons which 
may be discreditable or otherwise, with more or less legal formality, 
or sometimes none, frequently change their surnames. It would 
hardly do to enact that a bill of sale could only be validly given by 
@ man in his true or real name, for it might be very difficult to say 
what that was. If a man, having gone for years by the name 
of John Smith, should give a bill of sale in that name, it 
would be most unjust that it should be avoided because it was 
proved that he was christened Thomas, and was the legitimate son 
of Brown; on the other hand, it would be rather difficult in the 
same case to say that, if he chose to revert for the nonce to his 
original and lawful name of Thomas Brown, and granted a bill of 
sale under that name, it should be bad. Again, when a man had 
gone impartially by several names at different times and places, it 
might be a very delicate question which, at a given time or place, 
was to be considered as his true or real name. The provision 
would have to be in the direction of avoiding bills of sale where 
false names were found to have been assumed for the purpose of 
concealing the transaction, but it would require to be framed with 
some care: and even here difficulties might arise, because, if the 
fraudulent intention to evade the Act is to be the test, the question 
at once arises how far the fraudulent intention of the grantor ought 
to be sufficient to avoid the instrument when the grantee is innocent 
of any fraud. 
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SOLICITOR AND CLIENT COSTS. 


Or recent years the power of awarding costs as between solicitor 
and client has been exercised within somewhat narrow and well- 
defined limits. Considerable interest attaches, therefore, to the 
important judgment which has been given upon the subject this 
week by the Court of Appeal in the case of Andrews v. Barnes. 
As Mr. Beames pointed out long ago, the system of awarding 
party and party costs only is not in theory defensible. ‘‘ Complete 
justice, however, between the litigating parties, as individuals, 
never can be done unless the successful party, in addition to the 
recovery of his right, is fully reimbursed the expenses he has 
necessarily incurred in the pursuit of such right. But our civil 
courts do not in ordinary cases award this measure of justice, pro- 
ceeding, possibly, upon some latent and unavowed principle of 
polity, which discourages litigation by imposing, even upon the 
successful party, some degree of pecuniary loss’’ (Costs, p. xii.). 
But whatever may have been the reasons which led to the 
customary restriction upon the costs awarded, there is no doubt 
that the old Court of Chancery relaxed the restriction in certain 
cases, and the jurisdiction it had to do this, whether more or less 
extensive, is now inherited, at any rate, by the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice, and possibly by all divisions, 

It has been customary in more recent times to consider that the 
jurisdiction in question is exercised only where there is some 
reo A relation between the parties, or where there has been 
distinctly improper conduct on one side—where, for instance, gross 
charges of fraud have been made, and not sustained (Seton on 
Decrees, 4th ed., I., p. 124; Morgan and Wurtzburg, p. 96). But 
in the present instance the Court of Appeal has gone back both to 
the early general orders of the Court of Chancery und to the some- 
what numerous cases of the last century, with the result thet the 
jurisdiction has no assignable limits, but the whole matter is 
within the discretion of the court. In the first instance they dis- 
claim the suggestion put forward by Mr. Beames that the power of 
the court to award costs"was conferred by 17 Rich. 2, c. 6, enacting 
that ‘‘forasmuch as people be compelled to come before the King’s 
Council, or in Chancery by writs grounded upon untrue sug- 
gestions, the Chancellor for the time being, presently after such 
suggestions be duly found and proved untrue, shall have power to 
ordain and award damages, according to his discretion, to him 
which is so troubled unduly, as afore is said.” If the word 

here is taken to include costs, yet there is no ground for 
an award till after the hearing of the cause, and the Court of 
Chancery has never been thus restricted. Lord Hardwicke, C., 
pointed out how it differed in this respect from the common law 





in his baptism with an inconvenient multiplicity of Christian names 





courts, where they do not from time to time direct costs, but wait 








536 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 16, 1888, 





= 





for a final eet In the cuse before him, Jones v. Coxeter 


(2 Atk. 400), he laid it down that the giving of costs in equity 
was entirely discretionary, and there he directed them to be 
taxed and paid to the plaintiff before decree, upon the suggestion 
that otherwise she would not be able to go on with the cause. In 
Corporation of Burford v Lenthall (2 Atk. 552), the same judge 
referred the matter still more clearly to the inherent authority of 
the court, saying that courts of equity have at all times dealt 
with costs ‘‘ not from any authority” (7.¢., statutory or dele- 
gated), ‘‘ but from conscience and arbitrio boni viri as to the satis- 
faction on one side or other on account of vexation.”’ 

Referring to the terms in which costs are mentioned in the 
General Orders for the Court of Chancery in the seventeenth 
century, the Court of Appeal found that they had no fixed measure, 
but that the varying expressions which are used shew that the 
curt exercised a continual discretion in the matter. Examples of 
these are the following :—‘‘ Good costs,” ‘‘ very good costs,” 
“utmost costs to be assessed by the court,” ‘double costs,” 
‘such costs as the court shall think reasonable,” ‘‘such costs as 
their lordships shall think fit to inflict.” These expressions shew 
that Lord Hardwicke was right in referring the whole matter to 
the discretion of the court; and, fortified by them, the Court of 
Appeal went on to examine the cases in which such discretion has 
been actually used. As we have already remarked, an attempt 
has been made to confine these to cases of trustees, or of improper 
conduct, such as the making of unfounded charges of fraud or the 
introduction of scandalous matter. But upon going back to the 
last century, it is evident that a broader view was then taken, 
and the reasons which weighed with the court can hardly be 
confined within hard-and-fast rules. Thus, in charity cases, it is 
frequently necessary to have the heir present, and, if he proves 
his title, and makes no improper point, he must be completely 
indemnified—that is, he must receive solicitor and client costs: 
Attorney-General v. Haberdashers’ Oo. (4 Bro. C. C. 178); Currie 
v. Pye (17 Ves. 462). The reason is equally strong in favour of a 
person who is made a party in his public capacity; and so, in 
Edenborough v. <Archbish:p of Canterbury (2 Russ. 93), Lord 
Eldon, ©., awarded such costs to the Archbishop, the action being 
with reference to the induction of a particular parson. Again, in 
Ex parte Thorp (1 Ves. jun. 394) and Dungey v. Angove (2 Ves. 
jun. 304), the court proceeded upon the fraudulent or collusive 
conduct of the parties. 

From these cases it is clear that the reasons which have 
influenced the court in awarding the costs in question have been 
very various, although Malins, V.C., in Turner v. Collins (12 
Eq. 488) decided that he could not award them merely on 
the ground of the litigation being unjustifiable. Instances, 
however, in which they have been granted on the ground 
of scandalous matter being introduced, or scandalous charges 
made, are numerous, such as Ex parte Simpson (15 Ves. 476), 
Forester v. Rend (19 W. R. 114, 6 Ch. 40), and Kevan v. 
Crawford (6 Ch. D. 29). Of special interest, too, is a case where 
it was at first held that trustees are entitled to solicitor and client 
costs as against parties for whom they are not trustees. In 
Saunders v. Saunders (5 W. R. 479), indeed, Kindersley, V.C., 
declined to grant these, on the ground that there was no fund out 
of which they could be paid, but a contrary view was taken by 
Malins, V.C., in Turner v. Ovllins (supra), where he relied upon 
Lord Eldon’s judgment in Edenborough v. Archbishop of Canter- 
bury (supra). But Lord Hatherley, C., on appeal, declined to 
follow this, and expressed his surprise that trustees’ costs should 
thus be given against the opposite party in panam (20 W. R. 305). 
The present case is somewhat similar, as the defendants to whom 
the costs were given were trustees, and it was desired to save 
intact the small sum, a collection in a church, which had caused 
the litigation. It does not seem, however, that Turner v. Collins 
was considered by the Court of Appeal, and Lord Hatherley’s 
y rye was, therefore, not discussed. It is as well, indeed, that 
they went upon the broader principle of the general jurisdiction 
of the court, because it is really immaterial with regard 
to the losing party that the other happens to be a trustee. 
If the awarding of costs as between solicitor and client is purely 
within its discretion, it is proper, of course, that this discretion 
should be exercised according to certain rules; at the same time it 
is well to be reminded occasionally that the rules serve as guides 





ad 


ordinary exercise they are meant to point out. It would not be 
safe to predict that successful litigants will be likely to get more of 
their costs than they do at present, but at any rate if will in future 
be possible for a judge more freely to express his sense of the im- 
propriety of litigation by punishing it with solicitor and client 
costs, or at least by this means to save harmless successful litigants 
and the estates they protect. 








REVIEWS. 
COVENANTS FOR TITLE. 


A Practicat TREATISE ON THE LAW OF COVENANTS FOR TITLE. 
By Wriw1AmM Henry Rawtez, LL.D. Firra Epirion, Revised 
and Enlarged. Boston: Little, Brown, & Co. 


A ConcIsE TREATISE ON THE LAW OF CovENANTS. By G. BALDWIN 
HAmILTon, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


The right of a purchaser to receive covenants for title from his 
vendor is equally established in England and America, but the 
practical importance of this right is very different in the two 
countries. In England an action on the covenants is a rarity, but in 
America, as Dr. Rawle observes, the reports are ‘‘ proportionately as 
full of cases upon the subject of covenants for title as the Year Books 
were with cases upon the subject of warranty.” The reason for this 
is not far to seek. The thorougkness with which titles are examined 
in England ensures to a purchaser, as @ rule, the validity of his con- 
veyance; in America, on the other hand, transfers of land take place 
both more frequently and with less examination of title, and there is, 
consequently, a greater tendency to rely for protection upon the 
covenants. Moreover, an effect has been given to some of them, in 
their operation by way of estoppel, which is altogether denied to 
them in England. These considerations, as well as the abundant 
diversity of the law in the different States of the Union, account for 
the fulness with which Dr. Rawle has treated the subject of his work, 
and also for the interest which he has imparted to it. It will be im- 
possible within our present limits to treat the book in the manner it 
deserves, but it may be useful to point out the chief differences 
which exist in the law on either side of the Atlantic. 

In America the covenant for seisin, which has disappeared from 
English conveyances, is still in use, and this, as well as the covenant 
for good right to convey, has in some of the States had a curious con- 
struction given to it. Although it is a covenant for title, as opposed 
to possession, it does not require, unless expressly so stated, “‘ that 
the grantor should have an indefeasible estate, and is not broken if an 
actual seisin, no matter how tortious, provided it be under colourof title, 
is given to the purchaser.” This is the law in Massachusetts and other 
States, although it is repudiated elsewhere. An ingenious reason is 
found for it by Dr. Rawle in the suggestion that it depended on the 
operation of the champerty laws. The conveyance of a title only, 
another party being in adverse possession, is void under these, and it 
is supposed that the covenants for seisin, and for good right to con- 
vey, were meant to be assurances to the purchaser that there was no 
such adverse possession of the land as would bring him within the 
penalties of champerty. 

Interesting, too, is the covenant of warranty which is almost un- 
known in England, but in America seems to be universal. Its opera- 
tive words are ‘‘ warrant and for ever defend,” and it is simply the old 
real warranty turned into « personal covenant. It is practically a 
covenant for quiet enjoyment, but a special efficacy has been attri- 
buted to it owing to its assumed connection with the ancient war- 
ranty. In relation to this Dr. Rawle, in his first chapter, deals very 
clearly with the old law of lineal and collateral warranty. More 
especially its operation has been extended by the doctrine of con- 
structive eviction, according to which the covenant is broken if 
the purchaser subsequently finds himself obliged to buy in a para- 
mount title. This would make it practically equivalent to a covenant 
for title were not the restriction imposed that such title must have 
been hostilely asserted. 

A curious divergence of doctrine has arisen, too, in relation to the 
effect of the covenants. In America those for seisin, for right to 
convey, and perhaps against incumbrances, are covenants in prasenti-— 
i.e., if broken at all they are broken as soon as made—and the right 
of action on them passes to the personal representatives of the 
covenantee, not to his heir or to the assignees of the land. This effect 
has been avoided in England by the doctrine of ‘‘ continuing breach,” 
though Dr. Rawle points out that this was not approved in Spoor v. 
Green (L. R. 9 Ex. 99). At the same time the practical convenience of 
sa be ang rule is shewn in the American tendency to introduce it by 

egislation. 3 

We must also notice the effect given in America to some of the 

covenants, especially that of warranty, in allowing them to operate 


only, and do not exclude the more general jurisdiction whose ) by way of estoppel; and this in such a way as to cause any after- 
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acquired estate of the vendor, the conveyance of the previous one 
having failed through defect of title, to pass at once to the purchaser 
by direct operation of law. Where a system of registry is in force 
this doctrine may have a curious effect. Thus a purchaser, who has 
searched against his vendor from the time when he acquired the estate, 
and has found no conveyance on the register, may yet discover, when 
too late, that the estate has been taken out of the vendor by the 
estoppel arising from some previous conveyance originally not affect- 
ing the land in question at all. Nevertheless this encroachment on 
the Registry Acts has been sanctioned by the courts. These remarks 
will shew the abundant interest which Dr. Rawle’s work has for all 
who are interested in the niceties of real property law, and those who 
may have recourse to it will see for themselves the industry, and 
accuracy, and clearness of argument which are its chief character- 
istics. 

Mr. Hamilton’s book is of a very different nature. The subject is 
wider and its mode of treatment much slighter. So far as it goes, 
however, it furnishes a trustworthy statement of the law, and it will 
doubtless be found useful for immediate reference. In icular the 
chapter on covenants running with the land givesa summary of 
that somewhat difficult subject, and the cases that have decided that 
the burden of a covenant does not run with the land at law, and only 
in — when there is notice of it, and it is restrictive in its nature, 
are clearly set out. 


METROPOLIS LOCAL MANAGEMENT ACTS, 


THE METROPOLIS LocAL MANAGEMENT ACTS, TO WHICH IS ADDED AN 
APPENDIX CONTAINING OTHER STATUTES RELATING TO THE POWERS 
AND DUTIES OF THE METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS, VESTRIES 
AND DisTricT BOARDS OF THE METROPOLIS. By the late EpMUND 
HUMPHREY WootrycH, Esq. Tuirp Epirion. By LiIoNEL 
GooDRICH, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


The Metropolitan Board of Works is threatened with extinction by 
the Local Government Bill, and a Royal Commission is now engaged 
upon an inquiry into its working, and upon (as the Legislature puts 
it in the Metropolitan Board Commission Act, 1888, 51 Vict. c 6) 
‘the irregularities which are alleged to have taken place in con- 
nection therewith.’’ Nothing daunted by these gathering clouds, 
Mr. Goodrich bravely comes forward with a third edition of Mr. 
Woolrych’s well-known book, taking occasion to point out that the 
vestries and district boards are not affected by the proposed changes, 
and will remain, as heretofore, the executive ies within their 
respective areas, but politely ignoring the commission. 

far as the case law is concerned, we think the book (of which the 
second edition appeared in 1880) very well done. Here and there (see, 
for instance, at sections 96 and 105 of the principal Act) the notes 
fill too great a space in proportion to the sections annotated, and in 
these cases it would have been well to relegate the greater portion of 
them to another part of the book, but there is no diffuseness to com- 
‘plain of, and the cases upon enactmentsin pari materia are very properly 
set out. It was, of course, only possible to give a portion of the 
decisions upon the Lands Clauses Act, and we think the better course 
would have been to omit them altogether, especially as the Act 
itself is— quite properly— omitted. 

As to the statute law, we think it a little unfortunate that the Acts 
(which are not printed in chronological order) have not been more 
markedly grouped under parts, and we doubt the advantage of 
printing the Tramways Act, the Explosives Act (which occupies sixty 
pages), the Petroleum Acts, and the Adulteration Acts, simply 

cause the authorities under the principal Acts are the local 
authorities to carry out those Acts. At the same time we miss the 
bye-laws and regulations which the Metropolitan Board of Works 
and other authorities are empowered to make under the principal 
Acts—as, for instance, the regulations—of great importance at the 
present time—which may be made under section 12 of the Act of 1878 
with respect to the protection of theatres from fire. In a book of 
this kind it is, we think, essential that an editor should set out all 
bye-laws and regulations, if any, and, if there are none, state that 
none have been made. We hope to see the omission repaired in a 
future edition. The index is very good and clearly printed, and all 
the current reports are referred to in the text. 





THE COUNTY ELECTORS ACT, 1888. 


THE County Exxecrors Act, 1888: wiTH NOTES ON THE CHANGES 
MADE IN THE LAW OF PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL REGIs- 
TRATION FOR THE PURPOSE OF FoRMING A REGISTER OF PERSONS 
QUALIFIED TO VOTE AT ELEcTIONS oF CouNTY AND DISTRICT 
COUNCILLORS, AND A CALENDAR OF OPERATIONS FOR THE 
CURRENT YEAR. BEING A PracricAL GUIDE TO ALL CoN- 
CERNED IN THE REGISTRATION OF PARLIAMENTARY AND LOcAL 
GOVERNMENT VoTers. By 8S. G. Lusuinecton, MA., BC.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


This little long-titled work is an edition of the Act, with full 





inter-sectional notes, followed in an appendix by a reprint of the Act 
itself and by a ‘‘ supplemental precept,” with an editorial note 
thereon. The effect of part of the Local Government Bill and even 
of some of “ the private amendments ” proposed, is given in one of 
the inter-sectional notes—a very confusing place for such informa- 
tion. The editor’s industry has been much better employed in 
making a list of the incorporated ‘‘ Registration of Electors Acts,” 
which, after counting twice, we find to amount to thirty-three in 
number, including (mirabile dicta) the Vaccination Act of 1867 ! There 
are some sensible remarks on practical points, and the ‘‘ Calendar of 
Operations” will be found useful. Itis a pity that occasion should 
not have been taken to supply the lengthy sections (such as section 
4) of the principal Act with extra marginal notes, and the full ad- 
ditional references to the current reports which are given in the 
table of cases would have found a better place in the text. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE COUNCIL OF THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The letter of Mr. Arthur Barlow, the secretary to the 
Nottingham Incorporated Law Society, in your issue of last week, 
appears likely to lead to some confusion ing the candidature of 
Mr. Wing for election to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
of the United Kingdom ; and I desire your leave therefore to state 
that when, on Mr. Bateson Wood’s death, Mr. Cooper of this city and 
Mr. Wing were nominated for election to the vacancy on the 
Council, an attempt was made by a deputation from the Nottiogham 
Society to induce the Manchester Association to promise that, if Mr, 
Wing withdrew in favour of Mr. Cooper, the Association would, u 
any further vacancy, support, so far as it could, the candidature of Mr. 
Wing. The answer given to the deputation was the following resolu- 
tion :—‘‘ That this meeting is of opinion that it is inexpedient to give 
a pledge now for a specific line of conduct on a future vacancy.” 

Whatever therefore was the understanding upon which Mr. Wing 
withdrew, the Manchester Association were no party to it. 

Mr. Cooper is nominated for re-election at the ensuing annual 
meeting, and will receive the full support of this association. 

Francis HAMPSON, 
President Manchester Incorporated Law Association. 

7, St. James’s-square, Manchester, June 11. 





THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I should be much obliged if you or some of your readers 
would kindly answer the following questions, giving the reasons for 
such answers. 

A lessor grants the usual building agreement; the rent, after the 
‘* peppercorn period ” has expired, to be £20 annum. The builder, 
having completed the house, agrees to it for £2,000, and calls 
upon the lessor to grant a lease thereof. The lease is prepared by 
the lessor’s solicitors, and they send into the lessee their bill of costs. 
Should the amount of the latter be £8 or £33? And what should be 
the remuneration of the lessee’s solicitors ? BEVERLEY. 

[ Will our eee tell us on what ground it is suggested that 
the scale fee should be £33?—EDb. S. J.] 





COUNTY COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—As you did me the honour to reproduce last week the salient 
points of my contribution to the Times correspondence, will you let 
me say a word on the difference of opinion expressed as to order 14 of 
the High Court being made applicable to the county court? I myself 
can see no sort of reason why such should not be adopted as 
to all ‘‘ default ” summonses over £10 (which was the limit recom- 
mended by the Law Seciety’s Members’ Committee), and it would be 
an advantage if the profession, through the legal press, would give 
their views on this knotty point. Francis K. Munton. 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, June 13. 








In moving the second reading of the Sessions Bill 


Quarter 
the Lord Chancellor explained that its object was to give justices at 
uarter sessions a wider discretion in regard to the ods when sessions 
or gaol delivery should be held. The measure would enable them to fix 
such dates for the holding of quarter eessions as would make it possible for 
them always to clear the gaols of the cases populatly called quarter seseions 
cases before the assizes, ; 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 

Thursday, June 14, 1888, 
WHEREAS, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and 
Mr. Justice Kekewich respectively, it is expedient that a portion of 
the causes assigned to Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. 
Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling should for the purpose only 
of hearing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich ; Now I, 
the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the severa: causes 
and matters set forth in the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred 
from the said Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, 
and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. Justice Kekewich, for the purpose 
only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the cause books 
accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and 
set up in the several offices of the Chaacery Division of the High 
Court of Justice. Hatssury, C. 


The following is a list of the transferred actions arranged in the 
order in which they will be heard. ] 


TRANSFERRED BY OrvER DATED 14TH Jung, 1888. 


1887 
Stirling, J. Re the Apollinaris Co.’s Trade-Marks 6356, 
6357, and 9026, &c. 19 November 
North, J. Brown v Teasdel 28 és 
” Tudball v Medlicott 29 ” 
ed Coulson v Pettiver, Vine v Pettiver 2 December 
Stirling, J. Battye v Cail 2 ” 
North, J. | Goodden v Coles 3 4 
in Barber v Weaver 3 oy 
iv Brodie v Paine 6 4 
‘ Anthony v Courtney T 
‘3 Re J. Jones, Jones v Evans 9» 
i O’Dwyer v Earl of Breadalbane 10 i 
a Whipple v Lindsay 13 yy 
Kay, J. Re Trade- Marks 2076 and 4142o0fApollinarisCo. 14 
9 Re Same 6356 and 6357 14 ” 
ve Re Same 45096 and 45097, &c. —— 
aa Re Same 48933, &c., &c, mS 
‘a Re Same 44218, 44219, and 44220, &c. 14 ‘ 
ys Re Same 45591, &c., &e. mw 
vi Re Same 45590, &c., &c. ma 
Re Same 45699 and 45700, &c. an 
ne Re Same 45589, &c. 14 yy 
Re Same 4935, &c. 4 yy 
Blank v Footman & Co. 16 
a Pyatt v Parsons 17 
“ Raper v Kennett Mm 6 
me Fanshawe v London and Provincial Dairy Co. 20 __,, 
North, J. Re Elaw, Rushton v Elam 22, yy 
a Lee v Soames 22s 
= Taaffe v Ford 225 
Kay, J. Fletcher v London, Chatham, and Dover Rail- 
way Oo. 29 se 
- Williams vy Pawson & Co, (Limited) 29 - 
8 
2» Clarke v Harris 3 January 
North, J. Baker v Love S 
~ Winter v Gashion 4 
mn J. Re Cutcliffe, Cutcliffe v Harding 4 ” 
Kay, J. Tyars v Alsop, Mann, & Co. 5 *” 
Stirling, J, Van Praagh v Brotherton 5 5 
” Arnison v Smith , 
Kay, J, Zuccani v Nacupai Gold Mining Co. (Limited) 9 
F v Kemp 11 ” 
North, J, Tozer v Buxton ll yy 
Kay, +3 Hughes v Jones 12 ve 
North, J. Hicks v Pethick 13 oe 
Stirling, J. Gent v Williams 14s, 
9 Jenkins v Jackson 16 a 
Kay, J. Greene v Greene lof 
North, J. Prior v Tucker 17 yy 
rs Re W.B, Savith, Milnes Burnell . % 
99 . B. Smith, Milnes Burnell v shawe 18 
Stirling, J. Beken v Martyn ‘ wie a 
orth, J. Geoghe v Geoghe 19 . 
Stirling, J. caaeke Meee’ sine 19 
ie Lowe v Bell 19 we 
Kay, J. Baker v Sharp wz 
é Baker v Underwood 2i yy 
North, J. Howard and Others v Hill and Others = & 
-_ Frere vy Knoblanch 230 
Stirling, J. Howland vy Pike SS « 
Kay, J. Re Coulson, Coulson v Taylor 24 
S Lewis v B Biggs v Lewis 240 
che Trott v Wethered 24 





Stirling, J. Bateman v Bateman 24 January 
Kay, J. Westacott v Florence 25 “ 
Stirling, J. Goddard v Johnstone 25 a 

a Humphries & Co. v Taylor Drug Co. — ws 
North, J. Tinkler v Aylesbury Dairy Co. 27 7 
Stirling, J. East and West India Dock Co. v Handley 27 ee 

se Cartwright v Mytton 30 ‘i 
North, J. John v Bennets 1 February 
Stirling, J. Williamson v Richnell i! - 


North, J. Re F. West Cooke v King 2 
Kay, J. Ainsworth v Fergusson 2 
Stirling, J. Re Burbery, Rowe v Wortley 2 
Jay v Ladler 2 
3 
3 
4 


” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 


North, J. Flower v Deacon 
Stirling, J. Todd v Parr 
Kay, J. Coaks v Thompson 


North, J. Batty v Carnochan 10 sa 
Stirling, J. Beasley v Tempest 13 ‘ 
Fe Wetherall v Hart and Another 14 * 
ss Houlditch v Elborough & Co. ss 
* Osmond v Osmond 18 + 
» Commins v Sampson 18 ey 
“ Smith v Crane ae 
a Nicholl v Eberhardt & Co. .. - 
Griffin v Guardian Fire, &c., Assurance Co. 21 ea 
a Williams v Lander 21 o 
North, J. Re Merricks, Merricks v Merricks 23 me 
Stirling, J. Thompson v Batty 24 < 
North, J. _ Billington v Ward 2545 


= Bales v Fenwick 28 
Chitty, J. Mainwaring v Mid-Lincolnshire Insurance Co. 

ne Brown v Farebrother 
North, J. ReS. Rowe, Jacobs v Hind 

‘iy Leyton v Florence 
Chitty, J. Johnson and Another v Evans and Another 


” 
1 March 

2 

2 

3 

5 

Stansfield v Vint 5 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 


” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 


North, J. Ketley v Porter 

Chitty, J. Lawton & Sons v Smitk 
North, J. Oatway v Hookway 

Chitty, J. Porter v May 

North, J. Re Deane, Bridger v Deane 


‘i Principal Secretary of State for War Depart- 

ment v Trevor 10 ve 
= Gilling v Cooper 10 a 
se Re Thomas, Wildish v Fowler -— ws 
oe Re T. Carter, Cartwright v Carter 12 i 

Chitty, J. Simes v Smith 13 s 

‘> Sloman v Sloman 13 ” 
ee Re B. Weall, Andrews v Weall 14 me 
‘ Moore v Baxter ie se 
we Bacon v Burton 19 an 
ae Hazeldine v Linklater 20 * 
- Hancock v Prowse 230 oy 
‘ss Automatic Weighing Machine Co, v Combined 

Weighing, &c., Machine Co. (Limited) 27 a 
” Vulcan Match, &c., Co. v Batt & Co. 4 April 
aa Automatic Weighing Machine Co. v Knight t ~s 
99 Elwortbhy v Harvey ee 
” Kay v Cannell am 
a Huggins v Burchell 1 
” Northey v Paxton | a 
1 Collins v Worley 14 9 
*” Hoblyn v Hoblyn 16 ‘4 
as Russell v Martin 164 
se Luff v Hale a 
g Bedwell v Perry ms 
a Edward v Hunter 20 yy 
jae Juler v Strong 21 . 
es Tilden v Parker — + 
af Pritchard v Westley Ss «» 
ss Simms v Lugg 28 + 








The result of the election of members to serve on the Bar Committee, 
held in the week ending on Saturday last, was as follows:—Sir Horace 
Davey, Q.C , Mr. R. B. Finlay, Q.C., M.P., Mr. G. Pitt-Lewis, Q.C., 
M.P., Mr. E. Cutler, Q.C., Mr. W. C. Renshaw, Q.C., Mr. E. W. Byrne, 
Q.C., Mr. 8. Hall, Q.0., and Messrs. H. F. Boyd, F. Evans, G. Farwell, 
H. Jeffreys, M. Ingle Joyce, W. W. Knox, R. H. Pinhey, D. Sturges, 
and E, P. Wolstenholme. 


A correspondent says: ‘‘In a case where a county court judge has 
refused to take notes himself, and had so compelled the parties to supply 
a shorthand reporter at their own ¢: , Mr. Justice Stephen delivered 
himself of the following dictum:—‘ In my opinion the parties might well 
have declined to go on with the case under such circumstances, and might 
have at once applied for a mandamus, or in some other form (I cannot say 
judicially at this moment if a mandamus would be the proper form), to 
compel the judge to do his duty oe notes. It cannot be right for 
an individual judge to save himself from the trouble of taking notes at 


the expense of other persons, and steps ought in such cases to be taken 
to enforce such a clear duty.’ ” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


LOCKHART v. MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF ST. ALBANS— 
No. 1, 12th June. 


Justices—Practice—Summary Jurispiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 
49), s. 33. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Stephen and 
A. L. Smith, JJ.). On the 17ta of March, 1887, the plaintiff was ordered 
by the justices sitting in petty sessions at St. Albans to pay a certain 
sum, being part of the cost incurred by the defendants in paving a road 
adjoining his premises. His counsel at once announced his intention of 
applying for a case, which the justices to grant. On the 23rd of 

arch the plaintiff's solicitor served the clerk to the justices with an 
application in writing for a case, but applications were not served upon 
each of the justices present at the hearing. The justices stated a case, 
but upon the matter coming before the Divisional Court, counsel for the 
defendants took the objection that rule 18 of the Summary Jurisdiction 
Rules, 1886, had not been complied with. The rule requires that ‘‘ an 
application to a court of summary jurisdiction under section 33 of the 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, to state a special case, shall be made in 
—- and a copy left with the clerk of the court.’”” The Divisional 
Court held themselves bound by the decision in South Staffordshire Water- 
works Co. v. Stone (19 Q. B. D. 168), and declined to hear the case. The 
plaintiff appealed, and 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lixpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision of the Divisional Court, and dismissed the a) peal. Lord Esuer, 
M.R., said that the only question was whether the Divisional Court had 
jurisdiction to hear the case. The appeal by special case was given by 
section 33 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, and must made 
under the provisions prescribed by the rules, which were, therefore, written 
into the Act. The particular rule in question said that the application 
must be in writing, and a copy of it left with the clerk. That implied 
that the original application must be to the justices who heard the case. 
That which was directed to be done must be done in order to give the 
court jurisdiction ; it was not a mere direction, but a condition precedent 
to enable the court to hear the appeal. The South Staffordshire case was 
rightly decided, and it governed the present case. The conditions 
required by the rule had not been complied with, and, therefore, the 
court had no jurisdiction to entertain the appeal. Lorgs and Linpiey, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Oounset, J. P. Grain and Reginald Kemp; Lumley 
Smith, Q.0., and Richard Muir. Soxrcrrors, Lovell, Son, § Pitfield, for 
Lockhart, Luton; G. C. Annesley. 


BUTLER v. MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 12th June. 


Rartway Company—Power To Esecr Passgncer wo uas Lost 


Ticker. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Manisty, J. The plaintiff 


took a return ticket by an excursion train on the defendants’ line 
from Sheffield to Manchester at the reduced rate of 2s. 6d. He 
gave up half his ticket at Manchester, but on the return journey, 
when asked for his ticket at the ticket station for Sheffield, he 
discovered that he had lost it. He offered to pay the full fare 
of 2s. 6d., and tendered his name and address, but the officials 
demanded the ordinary fare from Manchester to Sheffield of 3s. 5d., and 
on his refusing to pay this they ejected him from the iage, and 
detained him until he had psid the fare. This action was then brought 
for assault and false imprisonment, and the jury found that if the 
defendants were justified in ejecting the plaintiff, they used no more 
violence than was necessary, but if they were not justified, the jury 
assessed the damages at £25. Manisty, J., gave judgment for the 
defendants, and the plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R , and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, and entered a for the plaintiff. Lord Esuer, M.R., 
said that it had been contended that the relation between the defendants 
and the plaintiff amounted to a licence which was revocable. That was 
not so. The relation was purely contractual, and the company had 
simply contracted with the plaintiff to carry him with aJl reasonable 
care to his destination in return for the fare which he had paid before- 
hand. The contract might be subject to certain conditions by reason of 
the notice to that effect on the back of the ticket, but there was nothing 
in any of the regulations of the company which authorized them to eject 
from the carriage a man who did not produce his ticket. It was argued 
that it was part of the contract that the passenger should produce his 
ticket when called upon to do so; but, even assuming that to be so, there 
was no power to eject a person who did not comply. If the passenger 
broke the contract, the proper remedy was by action, and he must be sued 
for his fare. The company had, therefore, no defence for the action they 
took. Linpiey, L.J., said that the case was one of great importance, and 
he was not certain that a bye-law could not be framed which would cover 
the company’s conduct and yet not be ultra vires. But it was clear that 
there was no such bye-law in existence. It was urged that the plaintiff 
was uplawfully upon the premises of the defendants, but that could 
not be maintained. Even supposing that the contract of carriage involved 
the production of the ticket when demanded, the plaintiff had only com- 
mitted a breach for which he was liable to an action. Lopzs, L.J., 
delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, Waddy, Q.0., and 
J. Lawson Walton ; Lockwood, Q.0., and Cyril Dodd. Soxtcrrors, Hickin ¢ 
Fox, for Clegg $ Sons, Sheffield ; Cunliffes § Davenport, 








SWAIN v. AYRES AND LUCK—No. J, 12th June. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—AGREEMBENT FOR A Leasze—Oonverancine Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 14. 


This was an ap from the decision of Charles, J. (ante, p. 94). By 
an ment in 1853, the plaintiff's r in title Dba let 
a house to the defendants’ in for a term of eighty years, 


and to execute a lease for that term, and it was provided that the lease 
should contain a covenant to keep the premises in good repair, and a 
proviso for re-entry for breach of any of the covenants. No lease was 
executed, but the defendants and their predecessors continued to occupy 
the house and pay rent down to 1886, when, the house being in bad repair 
and the rent in arrear, the plaintiff brought this action to recover possession 
of the premises. The defendants claimed to be entitled to the notice 
required by section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, but Charles, J., held 
that the agreement did not constitute a “‘lease’’ within the meaning of 

that section. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrt(Lord Esugr, M.R.,and Linpiey and Lores, L.JJ.)affirmed the 
decision of Charles, J., and dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said 
that it was clear that there was no lease here in the ordinary signification 
of the term. There was only atenancy. But the section a, my not only 
to a tangible existing lease, but to what was equivalent to a lease. Where 
an agreement for a lease was such that the court of equity would have 
granted specific performance of it, that was treated as equivalent to a lease, 
and now that law and equity were fused, an agreement for a lease would 
in such a case be equivalent to a lease. But where the agreement was such 
that the court would not decree specific performance of it, the case was 
different. When there was a breach of covenant to repair, the court would 
not decree specific performance of an tye for a lease. But it had 
been urged that the case was altered 4 e Conveyancing Act, 1881, and 
that, since that Act required notice to be given where there was a lease, the 
court would decree specific performance, even although there was a breach 
of covenant to repair. If it would do so at all, it would only be under 
circumstances which did not appear in this case. Therefore this was an 
agreement of which the court would not grant cc performance, and it 
was not equivalent to a lease, and section 14 did not apply. Linp.ey and 
Lopzs, Las ., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounszL, Cavanagh 
and Moyses ; Finlay, Q.C., and Lush Wilson. Soxrcrrors, Purser $ Cooper ; 


W. Bristow. 


ANDREWS v. BARNES—No. 2, 12th June. 


Practice—Costs AS BETWEEN So1icrrok AND CLIENT—JURISDICTION OF 
Cuancery Drviston. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 127), the ques- 
tion being whether the Chan Division of the High Court has a general 
—— to give to a successful party costs as between solicitor and client. 

e action was brought to recover from the defendants, who held the same 
as trustees, a small charitable fund raised by voluntary contributions, on 
the ground that a condition on which it had eon handed over to the de- 
fendants had failed. Kay, J., held that there was no foundation for 
the action, and that it must be dismissed, with costs. And he gave the 
defendants costs as between solicitor and client, on the ground that the 
fund ought not to be diminished by the defendants retaining out of it, as 
they would be entitled to do, the difference between their and party 
costs and their costs as between solicitor and client. The tiffs ap- 
pealed, on the ground that in such a case there was no j ction to give 
costs as between solicitor and client. 

Tue Covrt (Corrox, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
Fry, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said—The only ques- 
tion raised is whether Kay, J., had any jurisdiction to make this order. 
The suit, relating to the custody and possession of a trust fund, is clearly 
one which would have been Proper and peculisr to the Court of Chancery 
when that court existed, and the question, therefore, is whether that court 
had jurisdiction to make such an order in such a case, The j on 
of the Lord Chancellor in costs was essentially different to that at common 
law. ‘“ The giving of costs in equity,” said Lord Hardwicke in Jones v. 
Coxeter (2 Atk. 400), ‘* is entirely , and is not at all conform- 
able to the rule of law.” ‘‘ Courts of equity, * said the same great judge 
in another case, ‘‘ have in all cases done it”’—i.¢., dealt with coste—‘“ not 
from any authority "4.6., 88 We ee, Sie any statutory or dele- 
gated authority—“ but from conscience and arbitrio boni viri, as to the 
satisfaction on one side or other on account of vexation ” (Corporation of 
Burford v. Lenthall, 2 Atk. 552). An examination of the older general 
orders of the court, not under any statutory authority, but from the 
general and inherent authority of the Lord Chancellor, shew that the 
court exercised a most wise di ion, not only as to the circumstances 
under which costs were to be awarded, but apparently as to the measure 
and fulness of the costs. . The orders will be found to use very 
varied language expressing different measures of estimation. We have 
references not only to “‘ costs and ordinary costs’ (Order of November 17, 
1635), but to costs’’ (Order of August 22, 1654); “fall costs an 
charges in travel, attendance, and otherwise” (idid.); “ > costs ’’ 
(Orders of Jan 14, 1617—18, and November 17, 1635); “‘ very 
coste’’ (Orders of November 17, 1631, and November 25, 1658) ; ‘‘ utmost 
costs to be assessed by the court” (Order of January 29, 1618—19) ; 
‘* uttermost cost and charge to be assessed by the court’ (Order of April 
15, 1596); ‘‘double costa” (Order of November 17, 1635); ‘‘ treble 
costs and quadruple ” (Order of January 29, 1618 — 19). 
It would be use to attempt to ascertain the precise value 
of the expressions used, but they are inconsistent with any 
notion that the court was confined to one measure of costs. The same 
control over the amount of costs is shewn by the language frequent in 
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such orders, which asserts the full discretion of the court in this matter. 
** Such costs as the court shall think reasonable” (Order of October 29, 
1683) and ‘‘ such costs as their lordships shall think fit to inflict’’ (Order 
of October 29, 1692) are instances of numerous like expressions. 
Again, the makers of these orders exercised a right to fix arbitrarily the 
amount of costs to be paid in particular cases; thus in 1669 (Order of 
February 12, 1669—70) 10s. was fixed as the costs to be paid for every 
frivolous —— toa master’s report, which sum, in 1689 (Order of 
January 17, 1689—90), was increased to 20s., and many similar instances may 
be found. Lastly, in the particular case now before us of the failure of 
the plaintiff, we find the orders of August 22, 1654, providing that the 

laintiff should pay the defendant ‘‘ his full costs upon a bill of costs to 
be allowed by the six clerks, or any two of them; and, in case the court 
upon the hearing shall find the suit to have been vexatious, the court shall 
give additional costs against a plaintiff, to be pronounced by the court at 
the hearing, besides the said costs to be taxed upon the bill.’’ The juris- 
diction of the Court of Chancery in the matter of costs has been supposed 

by an eminent writer on the subject, Mr. Beames, to be derived from the 
recently repealed statute 17 Rich. 2, c. 6, which enacts that ‘‘ foras- 
much as people be compelled to come before the King’s Council or in 

Cheamaeey ty welts grounded upon untrue suggestions, that the Chancellor 
for the time being, presently after such suggestions be duly found and 
proved untrue, shall have power to ordain and award damages, according 
to his discretion, to him which is so troubled unduly as afore is said.’’ It 
may be that costs are included under the word ‘‘ damages.’’ Butit will be 
observed, as has indeed been long ago pointed out by Coke (4 Inst, 83), 
that the jurisdiction thus given -_ arose after proof of the untruth of 
the allegations, and, therefore, could be exercised only on or after the 
hearing of the cause. It cannot, therefore, be the foundation of the 
jurisdiction to award costs in all stages of the suit, and for the insuf- 

ficiency, as well as the untruth, of the matters alleged. ‘he records of the 
Court of Chancery during the last century shew that in numerous cases it 
has exercised the right of giving costs between attorney and client, or, 
to use the more recent oe of the cases, between solicitor and client. 

Such costs were awarded in Attorney - General v. Haberdashers’ Co. 
(4 Bro. C. C. 178) and Currie v. Pye (17 Ves. 462), to an_heir-at- 

law made a party to a suit relative to a charity; in Br parte Thorpe 
(1 Ves. jun. 394) to creditors of a bankrupt who, as petitioners, applied 
in ee set aside a commission fraudulently sued out to 
clear the ban upt from his debts ; in Dungey v. Angove (2 Ves. jun. 304), 
to a landlord made defendant by a tenant to a bill of interpleader, which 
had been brought by the tenant in collusion with a stranger; in Ez parte 
Simpson (15 Ves. 476) and numerous other cases on the ground of scandal; 
in Edenborough v. Archbishop of Canterbury (2 Russ. 92) to the Attorney- 
General, and also to the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop of 
London, where the plaintiff sought to restrain the induction of a particu- 
lar person ; in Palmer v. Walesby (16 W. R. 924, 3 Ch. 732) against the next 
friend to a person in whose name a bill had been filed by this next friend 
falsely inion him to be of unsound mind. In none of the cases which we 
have consulted has the court stated any limitation of its jurisdiction to award 
costs as between solicitor and client, though various circumstances have 
been stated as influencing the discretion of the court—in some cases to 
vindicate the honour and justice of the court, and in Palmer v. Walesby 
on the und of the right of the applicant to indemnity, the reason 
alleged by Kay, J., for awarding them in the present case. The general 
juriediction of the Court of Chancery in this respect isstated with greatclear- 
ness by the Lords Justices in Mordue v. Palmer (19 W. R. 86, 6 Ch. 22). In the 
course of a chancery suit a reference was made to arbitration, with an 
order that the costs should be in the determination of the arbitrator. He 
awarded them as between solicitor and client, and the Court of Appeal 
held that, as the reference was in chancery, the arbitrator had power so 
todo. ‘*The common law courts,’’ said Mellish, L.J., ‘‘ have no power 
to give costs as between solicitor and client, and therefore, when there is 
a reference, the arbitrator cannot give any other than costs between 
party and party. But it is otherwise with courts of equity ; and I there- 
‘ore think that when a reference as to costs is made by a court of equity, 
the court gives the arbitrator jurisdiction to award costs as between 
solicitor and client if he shall think fit.” It was argued thatin Cockburn v. 
Edwards (18 Ch. D. 449, 25 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 756) a different view 
was taken by the Court of Appeal, but the point then only rose 
indirectly, and it does not appear to have been argued. If, therefore, 
there is any discrepancy between this case and Mordue v. Palmer we 
think that the decision in the latter case must prevail, not only as 
more express, but as being in accordance with the earlier authorities. 
From this consideration of the earlier authorities we conclude that 
there was inherent in the Oourt of Chancery at the time of its 
abolition a general and discretionary power to award costs as between 
solicitor and client to a successful party, as and when the justice 
of the case might so require, and that Kay, J., therefore, had jurisdiction 
to make the order which he gee and, consequently, that this 
— fails. As the nature of the suit was one of equitable jurisdiction, 
the question whether the judges of the High Court have any power to 
award costs as between solicitor and client in matters of common law 
jurisdiction does not arise, and on it we express no opinion.—CounsgL, 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady; Marten, Q.C., and Worthington. 
Souicrrors, 7, Blair; G. M. Jameson. 


Re DARLING—No. 2, 11th June. 
Luwatic—ALLowances TO Next or Kin. 


This was a petition in lunacy, asking for the sanction of the court to 
some allowances out of the lunatic’s a ag to some of his relations. 


The persons who, if he were now dead, would be his next of kin according 
to statute were eight first cousins. It was proposed to apply out of that 
surplus in weekly payments to five of the cousins, who were in indigent 
circumstances, sums amounting to £312 a year. There was evidence that 
thejlunatic himself, when of sane mind, had made some small annual 
allowances to some of these relations. 

Tu Court (Corton, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
Corron, L.J., did not think it right that these allowances should be 
made. It was the duty of the court to administer the property of the 
lunatic for his benefit, and not for the purpose of making charitable gifts 
to deserving objects. There were, no doubt, cases in which the court 
would make allowances out of a lunatic’s property to his relations. 
Allowances were made to persons who had | Le ed such asa wife and 
children; to persons who had a moral claim; and the court made 
allowances in cases in which the lunatic had himself recognized the claim. 
Here the payments made by the lunatic would be continued. Beyond that 
these persons had neither legal nor moral claim. The cases where the 
court had made allowances to heirs of lunatics stood on a different 
ground, for those allowances were made for the benefit of the luuatic, 
the owner of the property. Upon the owners of such property certain 
duties devolved, and it was for the interest of a proprietor that his succes- 
sor should be educated and maintained in such a way as to enable him 
when he came into the estate properly to perform his duties. In his 
lordship’s opinion it would be entirely against the principles on which the 
court acted to make the allowances asked to persons who happened to be 
the lunatic’s next of kin if he were at once todie. Re Croft (32 L. J. Ch. 481) 
shewed the danger of such a course. The circumstances of the case could 
not be completely detailed by the reporter. The court could not now 
know them; but there was sufficient in the report to shew that there were 
special circumstances in that case, which did not exist in the present case, 
to induce the court to make allowances to one of two first cousins, the 
nearest relations of the lunatic. But there the court had expressly said 
that the case was not to be made a precedent. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., 
concurred.—Counsgt, Edward Ford; Decimus Sturges. Souicrrors, Vin- 
cent ¢ Vincent ; J. W. Sykes. 


Re MOORE, TRAFFORD v. MACONOCHIE—No. 2, 8th June. 


Wrut1—Construction—Itiecat Limtration—SgprarasBLE Vorp Conpirion 
—Grrt To A Woman ‘‘So Lona As SHE MAY LIVE APART FROM HER 
Hvspanp.”’ 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 108), the question 
being as to the effect of a bequest of a weekly payment to a married 
woman so long as she might live apart from her husband. The testator, 
by his will, gave to a trustee all his property, upon trust, after payment 
of debts, ‘‘to pay to my sister Mary Maconochie, during such time as she 
may live apart from her husband before my son attains the age of 
twenty-one years, the sum of £2 10s. per week for her maintenance, 
while so living apart from her husband,’’ and upon trust, as to one 
moiety of the trust estate, to pay the same to his said son on his attaining 
twenty-one, and, as to the other moiety, to pay the same to him on his 
attaining twenty-five. The will contained a residuary gi't. At the 
date of the will, and at the date of the testator’s death, Mary 
Maconochie had been married for some years, and had never lived 
apart from her husband, as the testator was aware, but it appeared 
that he had taken a dislike to the husband. The testator’s son was still 
under age. The question was whether the gift to Mrs. Maconochie 
was wholly void as being against the policy of the law, as made with 
the object of punting & as tending to effect the separation of husband 
and wife; or whether there was a good gift coupled with a void condition 
which could be rejected without destroying the gift itself. Kay, J., held 
that there was no condition imposed, either precedent or subsequent; 
that living apart from the husband was of the essence of the gift, so far as 
it was one measure of the duration of the gift, and was a limitation and 
not a condition, and that the limitation was illegal and void. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
substantially on the same ground.—CounseL, Marten, Q.C., and White- 
house ; Ince, Q.0., and Methold ; G. Williamson. Sotscrrors, Brownlow $ 
Howe ; Emmet, Son, § Stubbs ; Williamson, Hill, § Co. 


IN THE MATTER OF THE oer OIVIL FUND ACT, 1882—No. 2, 
une. 


Bompay Crvit Funp Act, 1882, s. 5—Appriication ror Drrecrions As TO 
Mops or ProcepurE—SERvicg on Secretary or State ror Inpia. 


This was an application (apparently the first of the kind) under section 
5 of the above Act, for the directions of the court as to the mode of pro- 
ceeding in an intended application against the Secretary of State for India 
in relation to a claim against the above fund. By the Act the fund, which 
was established for the benefit of Civil servants in Bombay and their 
widows and children, was transferred to the Secretary of State for India 
in Council. Section 5 provides that ‘‘in case any question shall arise 
between any subscriber and the Secretary of State in Council as to any 
liability or alleged liability of the fund, such question shall be determined 
by her Majesty’s Court of Appeal in such manner as may be provided by 
any general orders, or as the said court may on vom —— 
fit to prescribe, anything in the Statute of Limitations to the contrary not- 
withstanding.’’ No general orders have been made under section 5. The 
application was made ¢x parte. 

‘Tue Covrr (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the Secretary of 
State ought to be served with notice of the Ce and that the notice 





The lunatic was eighty years of age income, after providing for 
his maintenance, for which £800 was allowed, left a considerable surplus. 


ought to shew the nature of the claim which it was intended to raise,— 


Counss, Macnaghten, Soxtcrtors, Roweliffes, Rawle, ¢ Co. 
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Re BEYFUS AND MASTERS—No. 2, 8th June. hose of the husband and wile inter ec” Tn this ouase Uf coomesig be 


VeENnpoR AND Purcuasern—Sprciric PsrrorMANcE—ConTRAcT FoR SALE OF 
Leaste—TiTLtz SHewn TO Unperiease—Conpitions or SAE. 


This was an appeal against an order made by Kay, J., the question 
being whether, under an agreement for the sale of a lease, the purchaser 
could be compelled to accept an underlease. The property was put o> 
sale by auction. The partlealar of sale descri it as “ held for ninety 
years from the 24th of June, 1844,’’ whereas the vendor had, in fact, a deriva- 
tive term of ninety years from the 24th of June, 1844, less the last two days 
thereof. The 5th condition of sale stated that ‘‘ the property is sold sub- 
ject to existing tenancies and to all rights of way other easements (if 
any) affecting the same, and the identity of the ar offered for sale 
with that contained in the muniments of title shall be admitted. The 
description of the poopeay in the particulars is believed to be correct ; 
but if any error shall be found therein the same shall not annul the sale, nor 
shall any compensation be allowed the vendor or purchaser in respect 
thereof.” The 8th condition gee that the purchaser should r 
the expense of stamping an tering the conveyance; “‘and, if 
necessary, of getting in any outstanding estate.’’ The purchaser required 
that the two days catenling of the original term should be got in at the 
vendor’s expense. This being refused, the purchaser took out a summons 
under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, asking that it might be de- 
clared that the vendor had not shewn a good title to the property. The 
vendor relied on the conditions of sale. Kay, J., decided that the vendor 
must get in the two daysat his expense, and that, in default of his so 
doing, the contract must be rescinded. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that the description of the property as held under a 
lease, when it was only an underlease was not a proper description. And 
in his lordship’s opinion the 5th condition applied only to the physical 
characteristics of the property—such asits situation or the like—but it did 
not apply to such a material misdescription as the present. Bowzn and 
Fry, L.JJ., concurred. Bowsrn, L.J., said at the a 
which, in Camberwell and South London Building Society v. Holloway (13 Ch. 
D. 754), Jessel, M.R., expressed of the decision of Kindersley, V.C., in 
Madeley v. Booth (2 De. G. & 8. 718), was not necessary to the determina- 
tion of the case then before him, and it must not be considered that 
Madeley v. Booth had been overruled.—Counset, Whitehorne, Q.C., and 
Morshead ; Everitt, Q.C., and E. Ford. Soxtcrrors, Cowlard § Chowne ; 


Beyfus §& Beyfus. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re JUPP, JUPP ». BUCK WELL—Kay J., 14th June. 


Huspanp anp Wire—Unity or Person—Guirr to Huspanp AND WIFE AND 
Turrp Pgrson—Errzct or Marrrep Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 
& 46 Vicr. c. 75), ss. 1 (i), 5. 


This case raised the question, which was left undecided by the Court of 
Appeal in Re March, Mander v. Harris (32 W. R. 941, 27 Ch. D. 166), 
whether the effect of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, is to 
abolish the rule of law of unity of person between ,husband and wife so 
that, under a gift by a will, made after the Married Women’s Property 
Act, toa husband and wife and a third person, the husband and wife 
each take a third, instead of only a moiety between them. The testator, 
by his will of the 17th of November, 1887, bequeathed a share of the 
proceeds of real and personal ay “between my sister Mary Buck- 
well, Daniel Buckwell, her hus , and Harriet Buckwell, her step- 
sister, in equal parts,’’ and the question was now raised by summons as 
to how the share was divisible between them. It was argued, on behalf 
of the husband and wife, that the old rule of construction governing such 
a gift was based solely on the artificial rule of law that husband and 
wife were one person ; that the effect of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, ss. 1 (1), 5, was to abolish this rule of law; and that, conse- 
quently, the reason for the rule of construction ceased, and reliance was 
placed on the judgment of Chitty, J., in Re March, Mander v. Harris (31 
W. R. 885, 24 Ch. D. 222). On behalf of the step-daughter it was con- 
tended that the Act was intended to affect only the mode of holding 
property by husband and wife inéer se, and not its acquisition by either of 
them, und that, notwithstanding the Act, a wife had not, for‘all purposes, 
become a feme sole, see Re Duke of Somerset (35 W. R. 273, 34 Ch. D. 465) 
and Wennhak v. Morgan (20 Q. B. D. 635). The authorities shewed that 
on the construction of the bequest the share was divisible in moieties. 

Kay, J., after taking time to consider the case, decided that the old rule 
remained in force. In his lordsbip’s opinion it would be an extra- 
ordinary consequence of the Act to hold that it gave the husband an 
increased share, not only as between himself and his wife, but against 
third persons. If it been the intention of the framers of the Act to 
alter this rule of construction, he should bave expected to find that inten- 
-_ pees. His oe of the statute was that it only enlar ged 
the wife’s capacity to take pro ‘‘as her .” As 
between he and the grantor de Veo the same atekes P my oy i as 
between herself and her husband, what she took was her separate 
property. His lordship cited with approval the mode of construing 
the Act adopted by Wills, J., in Butler v. Butler (14 Q. B. D. 831), 
and respectfully differed from the judgment of Chitty, J., in Re 
March, and observed that, mo tee Court of Appeal had overruled 
that case, not on this ground, but use there the will was made before 


the passing of the Married Women’s Property Act, and had expressly 
declined to give any 
will made after this 


— what would be the effect, in this respect, of a 
ct, there was a dictum of Cotton, L.J., in which he 


considered himself bound to decide according to his own opinion, That 
the share was divisible in moieties, the daughter one-half, and the 
husband and wife each one-fourth, the wife’s fourth according to 
the Act, her separate property.—CounsrL, Haycraft and Haldinstein. 
Soxicrror, Henry Sowton, for J. C. Buckwell, Brighton. 


Re ALICE KEMP (AN INFANT)—Kay, J., 9th June. 

Inrant — Marntenance — AccumuLaTion — Guagpians — Property or 
Inrant InvgsTED IN HER SoLtE Name—11 Gzo. 4 anv 1 Wit. 4, o. 65, 
8. 32. 

A sum of Consols was peermerny the sole name of the infant, and it 
was desired to obtain payment of the dividends to be accumulated for her 
benefit, as they were not required for her maintenance. The petition 
asked that the right to ve the dividends might be vested in the 
trustees of a will under which the rty was derived, or, in the alter- 
native, that the trustees and the infant’s mother might be a ted her 
guardians, and the dividends paid to them on their under g to apply 
them for her maintenance and accumulate the surplus. The Bank of 
England had refused to act upon a suggested order requiring them to 
accumulate the dividends. 

Kay, J., made an order directing age me of the dividends to 

the infant.—Oovunsex, Sturges. 


the trustees to be applied for the benefit o 
Soxiciror, G. H. Bird, for R.. D. Baker, Audlem, Cheshire. 


Re AMBLER—Kay, J., 9th June. 


Aprporntment oF New Trusrges—Person Nominatep Trustee iv A WILL 
put Dy1Inc BEFORE THE TestaTOR—PetiTIoOnN—Conveyancine Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 31, suB-secrions 1, 6—Arripavir or Firness or 
Proposep TRUSTEES. 

This was a petition for the appointment of new trustees rendered 
necessary by the circumstance that the sole trustee nominated by the will 
had died before the testator. 

Kay, J., said that he should follow Re Orde (31 W. R. 801, 24 Ch. D. 
271) and Re Lightbody’s Trusts (33 W. R. 452, W. N., 1885,'p. 3), but he did 
not think that those cases were satisfactory authorities for assuming that 
the personal representative of the o— nominated as trustee could not 
appoint new trustees. Affidavits of fitness ought to give information ss 
to the position of the trustees. UNSEL, J. Outler ; 
Wurtzburg. Soxrcrrors, F. Hatton, for 7. L. Bickers, Tadcaster ; Pitman ¢ 
Sons, for J. C. Rhodes, Sherburn, Yorkshire. 


Re HANCOCK, HANCOOK v. BERREY—Kay, J., 7th June. 


Morrcacr—Reease BY Parot—HAanpinc over Mortcace Dezp—AnsEnce 
or ConsIDERATION. 


This case raised a question as to the effect of a parol release by a 
mo! e of his security, coupled with delivery of the mortgage 
deed to the mortgagor, he giving no consideration for the transaction. 
George and Charles Be being entitled to a reversionary interest in 
a fund expectant on the death of their mother, George Berrey in 1858 
assigned his share by way of mortgage to his father, In 1872 the 
father died, having by his will appointed Charles Berrey his executor 
and residuary legatee. In 1887 the mother died, whereupon the rever- 
sion fell into on. Shortly after her death Charles Berrey wrote 
to his brother George saying, ‘‘I have found a letter addressed by our 
good mother to me, in which she cqgeeens a wish that I should hand 
over to you the deed of a es y which you formally relinquished 
(in part consideration for large sums advanced) your share of the 
moneys bequeathed ultimately to ourselves y by her father. I 
now give myself the satisfaction of fulfilling her desire, and herewith 
enclose deed accordingly.’’ George Berrey acknowledged this letter, 
and retained the deed, but on Charles Berrey afterwards refusing to 
release his rights under the mortgage, the trustee of the fund took out 
this summons to determine who was entitled to the share of George 
Berrey. It appeared that he had never paid any interest on the mort- 
gage, or given any acknowledgment in respect herlee Berney he now 
set up the Statute of Limitations in answer to Charles ’s claim, 
but the court held that as the interest was reversi , the right to 
enforce the mortgage arose only when it fell into possession—see the case 
of Hugill v. Wilkinson (36 W. R. 633), which was cited in argument. It 
was also contended that Charles Berrey’s letter and the handing over the 
deed amounted to a release of the mortgage, and to a declaratioa of trust 
in favour of Gove as to the share. 

Kay, J., held that Charles Berrey was entitled to insist on his rights as 
mortgagee. His intention in writing the letter was, no doubt, to carry 
out his mother’s wish, and the question was whether, when a m 4 
without consideration, handed over his deed to the mortgagor, 
thereby to release the debt, the ae could insist on the tr: 4 
There was no authority for so hol & and the case of Re Richardson, 
Shillito v. Hobson (34 W. R. 286, 30 Ch. D. 396) shewed that handing over 
the deed made no difference. Nor was there anything in the case amount- 
ing to a declaration of trust by Charles Berrey, or any direction to the 
trustee to hold the share for George Berrey, a distinction which was well 
exemplified by the case of Harding v. Harding (34 W. R. 7175, 17 Q. B. D. 
442). In the t case there was merely an incomplete volnntesy ge, 
which could not be enforced, nor, on the authority of Re Ri 4 
Shillito v. Hobson, could the mortgagor retain the deed. But the mortgagee 
would not be given any costs.—Covunss., Marten, Q.0., and Horsley ; £. 
Cutler, Q0., and 8. Peel; Hope. Sortcrrons, Arthur Pearce; Gasquet ¢ 
Metcalfe; Currie, Williams, & Williams, 
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Re THE SOUTH LONDON FISH MARKET 0O.—Kay, J., 11th June. 


Company — Direcrorn— Transrer to Escape Lianttiry—UnNRrgGIsTERED 
Company—Mempers, MORE THAN SEVEN—WINDING Up—PusLic BeneritT 
—Compantgs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 199. 


An unregistered company was incorporated by special Act of Parliament 
to establish a market. The Act required that the qualification of a direc- 
tor should be forty shares, named eight subscribers as directors, and 
enacted that the company should make approaches to the market under a 

ty of £50 a month payable to the vestry of St. Mary, Newington. 

e market was not built, and the vestry recovered judgment for £750 

ties. No one except the eight directors ever took any shares, and 
whilst the action by the vestry was pending some of the directors trans- 
ferred their shares to a nominal transferee, in consideration of money paid 
by them to him, and thus reduced the number of members of the company 
to three. The vestry presented a winding-up petition. 

Kar, J., said that a voluntary transfer of shares might be good, but it 
must be out and out and dond fide. In this case the transfers were not 
bond fide, for | were made by directors in order to escape liability, 
which was a fraud on the petitioners. There were, therefore, eight share- 
holders, and a winding-up order might be made. It had recently been 
said in the Court of Appeal that the court ought not to wind up a com- 
pany established for the benefit of the public, but he knew of no other 
authority to that effect, and it seemed to him to be more beneficial to the 
public to wind up a company which could not pay its debts. Here no 
market had been or could be established, and other proceedings might 
become necessary to set aside the transfers. The company was within 
the 199th section, and the usual winding-up order must be made.— 
Counszi, Marten, Q.C., and E. Beaumont ; Ince, Q.C., and Haldane. Soutcr- 
tors, Lowless § Co.; C. § S. Harrison § Co. 


Re THE ANGLO-INDIAN AND COLONIAL INDUSTRIAL AND 
OOMMERCIAL INSTITUTION ; COL. F. D. GREY’S CASE— Kay, J., 
6th June. 


Company—Winpinc vrp—ContRInuTORY—APPLICATION TO BE TAKEN OFF 
THE B. List—Ricut or Avuprencg or Crepirors— GENERAL ORDER, 
Novemser 11, 1862, r. 60. 


Summons by Col. F. D. Grey to be taken off the B. list of contributories. 
The liquidator appeared by counsel and opposed the application. Counsel 
also appeared and wished to argue against the summons for creditors who 
had attended the examination of witnesses. It was admitted that the 
creditors appeared at their own expense, and that costs were in the dis- 
cretion of the judge, but the right of audience was claimed under the 
General Order of November 11, 1862, r. 60. 

Kay, J., said that the rule did not interfere with the discretion of the 
judge as to whom he should hear in argument, and he declined to hear 
anyone in opposition to the summons, except the liquidator. He could 
not admit a right on the part of any creditors who chose to appear to be 
be heard on such a summons, as it might prolong the proceedings 
indefinitely.— Counsex, Ince, Q.C., and Jeune ; Marten, Q.C., and 7. ZL. 
Wilkinson ; Beddall, Soxtcrrors, Norton, Rose, § Co. ; R. Greening ; Poole § 
Co. 


CANN v. WILLSON—Chitty, J., 7th June. 


MisREPRESENTATION—LEGAL FravD—VALVATION FOR Purpose or OxsrTaIn- 
inc ApvANcE on Morrtcaae. 


In this case the question arose as to the liabilities of third parties for 
misetatements of fact. A firm of solicitors being applied to by an 
intending mortgagor to negotiate a mortgage on his real property, in- 
formed him that he must obtain a valuation. The solicitors afterwards 
received from a firm of valuers and estate agents, acting on the instruc- 
tions of the borrower, a valuation of the property at £3,000, and on the 
faith of this = the solicitors’ clients lent £2,045 on the security of 
the property. e mortgagor being in default, the property was put u 
for sale by auction, and the highest bid was £680, aa the neat 
appeared to be unsaleable, except at some deficient price. The mort- 

brought the present action against the valuers, claiming damages. 

¢ appeared that the only remuneration received by the defendants was a 
sum of five pounds or guineas. The plaintiffs relied on George v. Skiving- 
ton (18 W. R. 118, L. R. 5 Ex. 1), Heaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. D. 503), and 
Peek v. Derry (ante, p. 154, 37 Oh. D. 541), and submitted that, even if 
there was no contract between themselves and the defendants, there was 
a right of action sufficient to substantiate a claim for deceit or misrepre- 
sentation, even without proving that the statements relied upon were 
false to the knowledge of the defendants, and that the only facts 
necessary to be shewn were that there was a duty to be performed ; negli- 
gence in the performance of that duty ; and injury from such negligence. 

Currry, J., held, upon the facts, that the defendants were aware 
that the valuation was required for the purpose of an advance, and 
the document which purported to be a valuation was in fact no valuation 
at all, and said that, such being the facts, the defendants had knowingly 
made themselves obnoxious to the consequences of their acts within 
Heaven v. Pender and George v. Skivington. ‘The delivery of the valuation 
was analogous to the sale of a deleterious article, and brought the 
defendants within the doctrine of the latter case, where, in the case of a 
hair-wash unskilfully compounded, it was held that an action would lie 
against the manufacturer, though it might not have been shewn that he 
knew of the noxious properties of his production. The case likewise fell 
within the propositions of Cotton, L.J., in Peek v. Derry, where he said 
it was not necessary to make out what he should call fraud, but a depar- 
ture from duty. The defendants, in his view, had no reasonable ground 





for stating the value at £3,000, and had made that statement recklessly. 
How it was that they had done so he was unable to say, for there was 
nothing which shewed, and it was not ed, and h fhe pone did 
not proceed upon any supposition, that the defendants had done anything 
which was morally wrong. The defendants were, however, in the position 
of persons who were under an obligation to discharge a duty, and had 
failed to do so by reason of gross negligence, and the case was within the 
doctrine of fraudulent misrepresentation.—CounszL, Romer, Q.C., and 
Ingle Joyce; Maclean, Q.C.. aud B. Brodie Cooper. Soutcrrors, Frith 
Needham, for Cann § Son, Nottingham; Scott § Co., for Rhodes ¢ Carnley, 
Alford, Lincolnshire. 


Ex parte DASHWOOD AND PAGET—Chitty, J., 8th June. 
Propvction or Cestur Que Vis—Evipence 1n Suprort—6 Annzg, c. 18, 


This was an er parte motion under 6 Anne, c. 18 (Stat. Rev. 6 Anne, c. 
72, p. 188) by trustees, who were reversioners for a lease for lives, for pro- 
duction of a cestui que vie. Oneof the claimants was in very bad health, 
and the other a British ambassador serving abroad, The affidavit in 
support was by the solicitor to the trust. 

Curry, J., said that the statute provided that the affidavit was to be 
‘by the persons claiming the estate.’ That being so, the affidavit 
should be sworn by the claimants, and not by their solicitor. He would, 
however, accept the affidavit of one only of the persons claiming.— 
CounseL, Vernon R. Smith. Souscrrors, Peacock ¢ Goddard. 


In re J. EWING (DECEASED), ORR-EWING v, ORR-EWING— 
Chitty, J., 11th June. 


Costs —ADMINISTRATION—CONFLICT OF JURISDICTION—ScotTcu ACTION, 


In this well-known case an application was made with re to 
the mode of providing for certain costs. It appeared that after the 
decision of the House of Lords affirming the administration decree of the 
English Court of Chancery, an order was made that proceedings should be 
instituted by the plaintiff in the Scotch courts raising certain questions of 
construction arising under the testator’s will. The Oourt of Session had 
decided these questions in favour of the plaintiff and other residuary 
legatees, to the ae of their shares, and had also provided for 
the costs by an order strictly confining such costs to costs incurred in the 
proceedings in Scotland. The question now arose as to the manner of 
meeting the costs in the court here. 

Curry, J., said that the judgment of the Court of Session must be 
accepted as final with regard to the costs incurred in that court. With 
regard to the costs preliminary and ancillary to the proceedings directed 
in the Scotch court, being the costs incurred here for setting matters in 
train for obtaining the decision of the Scotch court, he considered that 
such costs should be deemed to be ordinary administration costs, coming 
out of the residue. The order —— for these costs must be so drawn 
as in no way to interfere with the order of the Scotch court providing for 
the costs there.—CounseL, Romer, Q.C., and H. Fellows ; Maclean, QC., 
and Sillem ; Lemon. Soutcrrors, D. E. Chandler; Lattey ¢ Hart. 


Re BIRD AND BARNARD—North, J., 9th June. 


Witr—Constrruction—Imptiep Estate Tarr—Deatu ‘‘ Leavinc no 
Son.”’ 


This was a vendor and purchaser summons, the question being whether 
the vendor could make a good title to the property sold. The title was 
derived under a will, made before the Wills Act, by which the testator 
devised the property to William Bird during his life, and, in case he should 
die without leaving any son, then over to another person. William Bird 
died leaving a son, W. E. Bird, who contracted to sell the property in fee. 
The purchaser objected that a title could not be made. 

North, J., held, on the authority of Milliner v. Robinson (1 Moo. 682), 
that there was an implied gift to the heirs of the body of William Bird, 
which gave him an estate in tail male by implication in remainder. By 
the o> in Shelley's case this estate coalesced with the prior life estate, 
and William Bird became tenant in tail male in possession. He died 
without having barred the estate tail, and his son (the vendor) succeeded 
him as tenant in tail male. He was ready to bar the entail, and on doing 
this he would be able to make a good title to the purchaser.—CounszL, 
A. Young ; B. Fossett Lock. Soxtcrrors, F. W. Reynolds ; Lucas § Ward. 


ALLEN »v. THE HATFIELD CHASE WARPING CO.—North, J., 
13th June. 


Comrpany—Sratutory Powrers— ConpiT1on Precepent TO ExgrcisE— 
Power To stop vp Roap—Os.ication To Sunstirurz Roap EQUALLY 
CoNnVENIENT. 


The question in this case was whether the defendants had power to stop 
up a road without previously substituting another road equally con- 
venient to the proprietors of the old one. The defendant company were 
incorporated by an Act passed in 1854, the object of the company being 
to improve the land of a certain district by warping and draining. The 
company had power, upon giving proper notice, to enter upon and use 
land in the district and warp it, paying no compensation or rent to any 
one, and to exact a payment of £25 an acre for the land warped. The 
action was brought to restrain alleged improper obstruction and divefsion 
of a road called High Willows-road, which ‘was a ‘‘ grass road,” not a 
ig There was a right of way to the tiffs’ farm over the 
road, e defendants had substituted a more tous road, which the 


plaintiffs alleged to be not equally convenient with the old road. The 
plaintiffs claimed a mandatory injunction to compel the restoration of the 
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road until a new road eqeely comes with the old should have been 
substituted, and damages. e defendants asserted that they had acted 
within their statutory powers. The special Act provided that ‘‘It shall 
be lawful for the company to stop up, alter, and divert any of the roads 
or highways which may pass thro or over the low lands intended to be 

, and instead thereof in such case the compend shall set out any 
other roads or hways, as convenient to the public or proprietors’ ; 
provided that public highways should not be stop up or diverted 
except with the consent and under the order in writing of two justices 
made after certain prescribed notices. The Lands Clauses Act and the 
Companies Olauses Act were incorporated with the special Act, but the 
Railways Clauses Act was not. e questions raised in the action were, 
whether the road substituted was equally convenient with the old road 
within the meaning of the Act; and whether the substitution of a new 
road was made by the Act a condition precedent to the stopping up of 
the old one: The Attorney-General v. The Conservators of the River Thames 
(1 H. & M. 1) was referred to. 


Nortu, J., held, ou the evidence, that the new road was not equally con- 
venient with the old, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to damages. 
But he held that the substitution of the new road was not a condition 
precedent to the stopping up of the old one, and that the plaintiffs were 
not entitled to an injunction.—Counset, Cookson-Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and 
Bardswell ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.O., John Dizon, and Charles Gould. Soxicrrors, 
Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin ; Pattison, Wigg, ¢ Co. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


OSBORNE v, LONDON AND a RAILWAY CO.— 
8th June. 


Neciicence—Vo.enti non rit Insuntra—Questiow or Fact. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of the judge of the county court of 
Birmingham in an action of negligence. The plaintiff sought to recover 
damages from the defendant company for injuries sustained by him in 
falling down on a flight of steps leading to the platform of the defendants’ 
station at Perry Bar, by reason of the worn defective condition of the 
steps and the defendants’ negligence in not clearing the steps of snow and 
ice. The plaintiff, in his evidence, said he was going down the steps in 
question to catch a train to Birmingham; the steps were stone 8; 
there were also some wooden steps, but the stone steps were nearer to his 
houee ; they were much worn and slippery, and dangerous even when 
there was no snow on them; they wentien covered with a light layer of 
snow, which had been trodden down and had frozen ; he thought it 
dangerous to go down, £0 he went down carefully, hold of the rail ; 
but he slip and fell and dislocated his wrist. The defence was that 
there was no negligence on the of the defendants, or, if there was, 
that there was contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff; and 
that the defendants were not liable on the ground that Volenti non jit in- 
juria. The county court judge, after hearing evidence on both sides, 
found that the injury was caused by the defective state of the steps, and 
by the negligence of the defendants in not clearing away the snow, 
and that there was no contributory negligence on the part of the plain- 
tiff. And he held that the maxim, Volenti non jit injuria, did not apply. 
He gave judgment for the plaintiff for the agreed sum of £25. Counsel 
for the defendants now relied on the admissions made by the plaintiff 
himself in his evidence, and argued that the plaintiff ought to have been 
nonsuited at the end of his case. As it was clearly a case to which 
the doctrine, Volenti non jit injuria, applied, the defendants were entitled 
to judgment: Thomas v. Quartermaine (35 W. R. 555, 18 Q. B. D. 685). 
On behalf of the plaintiff, it was contended that the question whether 
that doctrine applied depended on a question of fact, which question 
had not been found in the defendants’ favour: Yarmouth v. France (36 
W. R. 281, 19 Q. B. D. 647). Reference was also made to Woodley v. 
Metropolitan District Railway Co. (2 Ex. D. 384); Crafter v. Metropolitan 
Railway Co, (14 W. R. 334, 10. P. 300); and Longmore v. Great Western 
Railway Co. (19 C. B. N. S. 183). 


Tue Oovrr (Wits and Grantuam, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding 
that the defendants were not in a position to rely on the defence of 
Volenti non fit injuria. The true rule to be drawn from Thomas v. 
Quartermaine, as explained by the Master of the Rolls in Yarmouth v. France, 
was that when that defence was raised, it was for the defendant to estab- 
lish affirmatively the facts which were necessary to support that defence— 
viz., that the plaintiff voluntarily incurred the risk, and had a full know- 
ledge of the nature and extent of the danger. It was doubtful whether 
the learned county court judge had taken this point into consideration. 
But it was nasonreuee the defendant, before he could succeed, to obtain 
a finding to that effect. He could not, when there was no such finding, 
come and esk this court to say that the only proper inference to be drawn 
from the facts proved was that the plaintiff did voluntarily undertake the 
rick with full knowledge of the danger.—Counset, W. Wills; Alfred 
Young. Soxicrrors, E. F. Mason § Son, Birmingham ; Johnson, Barclay, 
Johnson, § Rogers, Birmingham. 


BLACKBURN, LOW, & CO. v. HASLAM—4th June. 
Maxine Insurance—ConcgaLment or Marerrat Facrs—KNowLenGE or 
Broker. . 
This was a motion for a new trial on the ground of misdirection, and 


that the verdict was against the weight of evidence. The action was upon 
a policy of insurance upon the hull and machinery of the ship State of 


underwriters and insurance brokers at Glasgow, insured the steamer State 


of Florida for £1,500 from New York to Glasgow. She left New York on 
the 11th of April, 1884, and was due at Glasgow about the 25th of April. 
On the Ist of May the plaintiffs, qe of covering their liability, 
instructed Messrs. Rose, Murison, & Thomson, another firm of insurance 
brokers at Glasgow, to effect a re-insurance upon The State of Florida for 
£1,500. Acting upon these instructions, Messrs. Rose, Murison, & Thom- 
son, at 11.29 a.m., telegraphed to their agents, Messrs. Rose, Thomson, 
Young, & Co., who were insurance brokers in London, as follows :— 
‘‘Blackburn Low wish to reduce Florida lines. Cover for them £1,500 
at fifteen guineas net.”” To this a reply was sent by Messrs. Rose, 
Thomson, Young, & Oo. at 12.35 pm, and received at 1 p.m. :—"‘ State 
Florida—twenty guineas paying ly and market very stiff; likely to 
advance before day is out.’” Up to midday nothing was known, either by 
the plaintiffs or Rose, Murison, & Thomson, of Zhe State of Florida, t 
that she was overdue. About 1230p.m Mr. Murison, oon in the 
firm of Rose, Murison, & Thomson, had an interview with the er of 
the State Line Co., who owned The State of Florida, and he informed Mr. 
Murison, in confidence, that his directors in London had received intelli- 
gence that The City of Rome steamer, on her way to Liverpool, had seen a 
vessel having on board some of the shipwrecked crew of The State of 
Florida. On receiving the reply telegram at 1 ~— Messrs. Rose, Murison, 
& Thomson communicated its contents to the plaintiffs, who said they 
might pay twenty guineas. Mr. Murison considered that as he had 
received the intelligence about the shipwrecked crew in confidence, he was 
not entitled to communicate it to the plaintiffs; but afterwards, at 
1.19 p.m., he telegraphed in the plaintiffs’ name to Rose, Thomson, 
Young, & Oo.—‘‘ Pay twenty guineas.” In reply to this the latter firm, 
at 2.14 p.m., a direct to the plaintiffe——““ State Florida, Market 
now worked out at twenty guineas; no chance under twenty-five guineas, 
and for to-day only.” is was received by the plaintiffs at 2.29 p.m., 
and at 3.2 p.m. they replied—‘‘ State Florida. If you cannot do better, 

y twenty-five eas and wire instanter.’’ To this Messrs. Rose, 
France, Young, & Co. replied, at 4.37 p.m.—‘‘ State Florida done at 
twenty-five guineas ; no chance more to-day under thirty guineas.” They 
tai communicated with another London broker, who effected the ineurance 
in question with the defendants. As the negotiations for this insurance 
were not completed Messrs. Rose, Murison, & Thomson, they did 
not charge any com ion to the plaintiffs. The defendants, on be- 
coming acquainted with the above facts, declined to pay. At the conclu- 
sion of the case Day, J., after the attention of the jury to the 
material facts, directed them as follows :—‘‘ Now, the question I leave to 
you is, first of all, Were Rose & Co. employed to effect an insurance? I 
do not mean whether their — was limited to the ineur- 
ance of fifteen guineas mentioned in the first telegram, because they 
were afterwards, as we know, authorized to go to twenty guineas; 
but were they generally authorized to act on behalf of the plaintiffs ? 
The next question is, was this insurance effected through their agency ? 
I think it will make it abundantly clear if I substitute for the word ‘‘their’’ 
the word ‘‘that,’’ and relieve it of all possible —e Was this par- 
ticular insurance effected through that agency? Did Rose & Oo., of . 
gow, put the matter in the hands of Rose & Co., of London, for the purpose 
of carrying out the insurance effected ——- their agency? Was it all 
one negotiation, or was it really taken out of the hands of Rose & Oo., of 
Glasgow, and put into the hands of the plaintiffs irrespective of Rose & Co., 
of Glasgow? Was it taken out of their hands, and as it were, a new 
negotiation commenced? Or was the policy effected in pursuance of 
the original agency? Was it all one transaction or not?” The jury 


replied in the affirmative to both questions, and Day, J., thereupon 
directed that a verdict and judgment should be entered for the defendants. 
It was argued on behalf of the plaintiffs that the summing-up of the learned 


judge was faulty and ambiguous. The proper question to have left to the 
jury was, who effected the insurance? And the only possible answer to 
that question was, the London firm. The case was really governed by 
Blackburn, Low, & Co. v. Vigors (12 App. Cas. 531). It was contrary to the 
evidence to say that Messrs. Rose, Murison, & Thompson were authorized 
generally to act on behalf of the plaintiffs. On behalf of the defendants it 
was contended that Day, J., had left the proper questions to the jury for 
the purpose of ascertaining whether the facts of this case were i 
able from the facts of Blackburn, Low, § Co. v. Vigors, and that the finding 
of the jury, establishing such distinction, was in accordance with the 
evidence. 

Tux Court (Potzock, B., and Cuanxzs, J.) dismissed the motion. They 
said it was clear that up to one o’clock on the Ist of May Messrs. Rose, 
Murison, & Thomson were agents for the plaintiffs to effect a re-insurance 
on The State of Florida for £1,500; and at that time any knowledge 
ssed by them which was materia] to the risk would be equivalent to 
a knowledge by the plaintiffs themselves. It was also clear that the 
agents, being incapacitated from continuing the negotiation, in the senee 
that no valid policy could be founded upon it, could not put themselves in 
a better position by telegraphing in the name of their priacipals in- 
stead of in their own name. Having so telegraphed, and the answer 
having been sent to the principals, what was the position of the latter? 
That they might have effected a valid policy by a fresh and independent 
negotiation, carried on h another agent, was established by the 
decision of the House of in Blackburn, Low, § Co. v. Vigors. This, 
however, they did not do; they merely telegraphed to Rose, Thomson, 
Young, & Co.: ‘‘ State Florida, if you cannot do better, pay twenty-five 
guineas.”” The question arose upon this, was the original ne n 
given up and a new and distinct n entered upon, or was it a 





Florida, underwritten by the defendants for £1,500. At the » before 


Day, J., and» special jury, it was proved that the plaintiffs, who were ! they had found t: 





mere handing over by the agents to th ——- of an existing nego- 
tion? That was tically the question left to the jury by Day, J., and 
at the inter was the true view what bad occurred. 
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Their lordships came to the conclusion that the verdict and judgment 
were right. UNSEL, Sir Charles Russell, Q.C., Cohen, Q.C., and Hollams ; 
Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and J. G. Barnes, Q.C. Soxrtcrrors, Hollams, Son, 
& Coward ; Waltons, Bubb, ¢ Johnson. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
DAVYS v. RICHARDSON—C. A. No. 1, 11th June. 


Practice—Payment into Court—R. S, C., 1883, XXII., 5 (c), 6 (c)— 
Orper on Sourcrror To Rerunp, 


This was an ae from the decision of a divisional court (reported 
36 W. R. 552). e action was brought for wrongful dismissal, and the 
plaintiff claimed one year’s salary in lieu of notice. The statement of 
defence set up (inter alia) ‘‘ that, by the agreement, the plaintiff was only 
entitled to one month’s notice,’’ and, alternatively, ‘‘ that the plaintiff, 
under the said agreement, was not entitled to more than three months’ 
notice or in lieu thereof’’; and, further, ‘‘as to the whole state- 
ment of claim the defendant made tender before action of £163, which the 
plaintiff refused, and the defendant has paid the said amount of £163 
into court, and says it is enough to satisfy the plaintiff’s claim.’’ The 
sum of £163 was made up of a sum admittedly due to the plaintiff, and 
of three months’ salary in lieu of notice, The sum so paid in was 
— on the pleadings by the Bank of England (Law Courts Branch) 
as i in with defence setting up tender.’’ At the trial Day, J., 
held that the plaintiff was only entitled toone month’s notice, and judg- 
ment was given accordingly. The plaintiff’s solicitor, Mr. Clabburn, 
immediately applied for and obtained the money paid into court, having 
the written request of the plaintiff under ord. 22, r. 5 (c). The defendant 
claimed —— of the balance paid in beyond the one month's salary 
and the admitted sum, on the ground that the money should not have 
been paid out without an order to that effect under ord. 22, r. 6 (ce). 
Pollock, B., at chambers, held that the payment into court had been made 
without denial of liability, and therefore that rule 5 (c) of order 22 was 
applicable. The Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, O.J., and Mathew, J.) 
reversed this decision, holding that the defence was, in substance, a denial 
of liability, and that the money should therefore only have been paid out 
(under rule 6 (c) ) under an order of court, and, the plaintiff being dead, 
they ordered Mr. Clabburn to refund the balance. Mr. Clabburn ap- 
pealed, contending that the payment into court had been with a defence 
— up tender, and that, at any rate, the solicitor, who had been 
misled by the form in which the defendant had paid the money in, and 
who had paid over the money to the plaintiff, could not be compelled to 
repay the balance. 

8 Covrt (Linpizy and Lorgs, L.JJ.), having taken time to consider 
the question, allowed the appeal. Linvizy, L.J., said that no doubt the 
law was the same as it was before the Judicature Acts, and a defence 
setting up tender could not be pleaded to an action for unliquidated 
damages, such as an action for wrongful dismissal. Therefore, if the 
application were thet the — or his representatives should repay the 
money the case might be different. But the question for the court was 
whether the Divisional Court were right in ordering the solicitor to pay 
over the money. It appeared from the affidavit of the solicitor, which 
was not before the Divisional Court, that he had immediately paid the 
money over to his client, only retaining his own costs. The defence was 
certainly ambiguous and misleading, although, no doubt, not intentionally 
so. It had misled this solicitor, who had acted in perfect honesty, as it 
would have misled ninety-nine out of every hundred persons. Could the 
person who had set up so ambiguous a plea, and who had done all that he 
could to mislead the plaintiff and to induce him to take the money out of 
court, now be heard to say that the money must be repaid? It did not 
necessarily follow that the person who had really got the money was en- 
titled to retain it, but that was a different thing from saying that a solici- 
tor, who had not got the money, must be ordered to refund it. The 
Divisional Court appeared to have confused the two things and to have come 
to an erroneous conclusion. It was not a question of discretion, but the 
Divisional Court had made an order against a person who was not liable in 
avy legal sense whatever. Lorzs, L.J., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Lumley Smith, Q.C., and Horace Brown; Henn Collins, 
Q.C., and Morton Smith. Soutcrrors, J. G. Clabburn; Kisch § Norman. 


Re A SOLICITOR AND HARRY WALL (AN UNQUALIFIED 
PERSON)—G. B. Div., lst June. 


This was an application on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society 
against a solicitor, and also against an unqualified person, the object of 
which was to have the solicitor struck off the rolls and the unqualified 
person committed to prison, on the ground of violation of the 32nd section 
of the Solicitors Act, 1843, which prohibits a solicitor from ‘‘ suffering his 
name to be any way made use of in any such action, suit, or matter upon 
the account or for the profit of any unqualified person, or send any process 
to euch unqualified person, or do any other act to enable such unqualified 
person to appear, act, or practise in any respect as an attorney or 
solicitor.” 

Reid, in opening the case, ctated the general nature of the charge. 
There had been, he said, in the lists of the High Court a variety of actions 
all in the name of one solicitor, and all of them being actions, very 
numerons in number, under the Copyright Act, for the purpose of 
recovering ties for some infringement of some copyright. Theee 
actions had been originated by a person named Harry Wall, who was not 
8 solicitor, and, upon the facts which were admitted, Mr. Wall was himself 
what {is called the Copyright Protection Association. It appears that the 


solicitor became solicitor to this association—in other words, solicitor to Mr. 
Wall; and then, at the same time, Mr. Wall became clerk to the solicitor 
without salary, for the purpose of evading the law—that is to say, Mr. 
Wall becomes an association, the association makes this solicitor their 
solicitor, and then Mr. Wall, —— the association, becomes the unpaid 
clerk of the solicitor. But not only so; this un d clerk of the solicitor 
—namely, Mr. Wall—agrees to pay the solicitor £1 a week, supposed to be 
paid, or alleged to be paid, on account of costs, but, as far as these 
affidavits lead us to believe, is payable whether there are any costs or not. 
Then actions are brought—a crop of actions—some of them, of course, 
are successful and some are not, but most of them appear to have been 
successful. They result in penalties, sometimes larger and sometimes 
smaller, sometimes only 40s. There seems to have been a written agree- 
ment as regards costs between the solicitor and Mr. Wall, which, of 
course, says nothing about the £1 a week, but it does say that in cases 
where he was not successful the solicitor was only to have costs out of 
pocket. Mr. Wall states in his affidavit that he had regularly so paid the 
solicitor from the 7th of February, 1885, up to the present time, and he had 
on three or four occasions weekly paid him over £10, and on other occasions 
£5, £4, £3, aud £2 on account of his costs generally, making a total of 
about £205. This reveals the whole business, because when the costs 
were taxed it follows that they were paid to Mr. Wall. Then there is 
another feature of this case which deserves attention. Mr. Wall states 
that in these actions which were we he gets half of the damages. 

SrerueEn, J.: Who were the plaintiffs in these actions? 

Reid; All persons who had any title or right in a song, and they 
would bring actions agaiust those concerned. 

Manisty, J.: They would get half the penalties. 

Reid: Yes; and Mr. Wall would get the rest. The solicitor says upon 
oath that he did not know of the sharing of the damages. If that is so, 
how much could he have known of the conduct of the cases? How much 
can he have known and how little part can he have taken in the actual 
conduct of these cases if he was unaware of that which is stated by Mr. 
Wall to be the usual neg tere that one-half of the sum re- 
covered should be paid over to him? That is only a likely outcome of a 
gross abuse, as I submit it is, of sont peers of acourt. After reading 
extracts from the affidavits, the learned counsel concluded :—Of course it 
is quite clear that whenever a solicitor does choose to violate this import- 
ant statute he will enter into a feigned relation of principal and clerk with 
the person who is supposed to act in his name. That is the indispensable 
excuse, and one you necessarily always meet with. The test is whether the 
relation, when fairly looked at, can be regarded as otherwise than a collusive 
attempt to evade the statute by means of a feigned relation between 
principal and clerk, and I submit that I have established that conclu- 
sively. I also submit that these actions of a penal character are actions 
requiring more than usual viligance on the part of a solicitor, who is an 
officer trusted by the court and brought up in the profession of a 
gentleman. It is for the purpose, I submit, of protecting the public 
against the improper use of lawful weapons that solicitors are endowed 
with the privileges they enjoy, and are required to fulfil the honourable 
functions incumbent upon them, and this, I submit, is precisely the very 
class of case which is the natural outcome of a course of business in 
violation of the statute, and it was,in order to prevent this kind of gross 
abuse of the process of the court under the form and colour of the law, 
but contrary to the spirit in which professional men think the law ought to 
be administered—it is in order to prevent these very cases that this very 
statute has been passed, and I submit this has been brought amply within 
the vice and mischief aimed at. 

Waddy, Q.C.: My learned friend makes three points. First, that Mr. 
Wall was the society. Granted. Secondly, that the solicitor was the 
solicitor to the society. Granted again. He was the solicitor to the 
society. Then my learned friend’s great pointis. Oh! but he was paid 
£1 a week on account of his costs. That is quite true. Now what is 
the mischief that this Act was intended to prevent? As I understand it, 
reading it broadly and reading it in detail, it is intended to deal with 
this mischief—a man who is a solicitor lending his name to a man who is 
not a solicitor, and letting that man who is not a solicitor practisc as a 
solicitor, acting as one, taking the fees as one, pocketing them, keeping 
them, being in point of fact a solicitor in tay Agee but examination and 
admission. But what is this case? There is not one single penny in 
this case of costs ever earned by these proceedings shewn to have gone 
to the pocket of any but the solicitor. 

Manisty, J.: That may be, but, as I understand Mr. Reid, he puts it 
thus. You, a solicitor, have pretended to carry on the business .of 
solicitor at the office of this copyright society. It is, in truth, the office 
of Mr. Wall. 

Waddy: Yes. 

Manisty, J: And you agreed with Mr. Wall to do business as a solicitor 
upon the terms that you were to be paid costs out of pocket only, except 
in cases where the costs were recovered; and you enter into an arrange- 
ment with Mr. Wall not to pay him as your clerk, but that he should pay 
and insure you £1 a week. P 

Sreruen, J.: And he was to have power to sign your name. 

Manisty, J.: He was to sign your name for all pu s, and he did 
virtually and practically carry on the actions for the sake of a profit, the 
profit that he was to get part of the damages. How was he to be paid 
otherwise ? 

Waddy : I thoroughly follow my learned friend’s contention. I’ will 
shew your lordships exactly what the arrangement is. Wall says to this 
solicitor, or to any other, I have to bring actions on behalf of the customers 
or clients, call them what you will, of my association. It is vital to me to 
be able to bring those actions at as little cost as I can legitimately do it. 





| Will you make with me a bargain, which will be a good bargain for me to 
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one extent—namely, that you will not charge me, in cases where I have 
lost, anything more than costs out of pocket? You would be entitled as a 
solicitor to charge memore. Let me stop therefor one moment. ‘I appre- 
hend there is nothing whatever in the Act or in common sense to prevent 
any man from setting such a bargain as that with any solicitor. This 
is the source of the argument I am mugeesting in the minds of the men. 
But, says the solicitor, if I am to do this, it is, to a certain extent, heads 
you win and tails I lose. I am only to get my costs, which I —- to 
= in any event, in case I win, and get them from the other side. If you 

o not get your costs I am not to have anything more than cost§ out 
of pocket, and therefore my labour, my office rent, my clerkage, every- 
thing in those actions has been expended and I make —s by it. Very 
well, I will meet you in this way. I am desirous the expenditure to which 
you, as the solicitor, would be put should be as little as possible, because, 
practically, in so doing I am simply diminishing the amount of costs which I 
shoul have to pay you in those actions. I will take off your shoulders a 
certain amount of the clerical work, and you shall not pay me for it. I 
will do it for nothing. 

Sreruen, J,: You enable him to make what is a champertrous bargain 
within the statute. 

Waddy : That, at all events, is not within this statute. 

Manisty, J.: Whether it is within the statute or not, anything more 
a I never knew of, and the sooner such a system is put an 
end to in some way or other the better. 

Sreruen, J.: The statute says you are not to suffer your name to be 
made uee of in any suit or action or proceeding for the profit of another 
person. Suppose if you arrange with him he will do it very cheaply, do 
oo poem you are not allowing your name to be used for the profit of Mr. 

? 


Manisty, J.: We are exceedingly anxious, if possible, to avoid the 
expense of sending this to the master, but I think we should be taking a 
dangerous step if we acted upon strong inferences without the parties 
having been examined and cross-examined before the master. There may 
be a great deal more information to be got. I do not think that we can 
abstract it from the documents. 

Sreruen, J.; From what Mr. Reid said, I think he has justified all that 
he said, but when we come to apply his statement and the extracts he 
has read from the different affidavits it is quite obvious there is a very 
great difference between him and Mr. Waddy. I think Mr. Reid was 
ey! justified in arguing as he did upon the contents of the affidavit, 

ut I think Mr. Waddy, on the other hand, is justified in saying, if you 
go into detail you will find these generalities are not admitted in the 
sense Mr. Reid thinks. 

Sreruen, J.: I think this is a very serious case indeed. It may lead 
to certain consequences which I need not further refer to. It explains a 
system, the existence of which I hope is new to everybody who has heard 
it, and the putting down of which, if it is within the statute, is highly 
desirable. The broad facts of the case reveal an extremely undesirable, 
and very unprofessional, and altogether a very bad state of things. 
Whether it exactly comes within the terms of the Act of Parliament is a 
question upon which I think I for one should very much shrink from 
forming an opinion upon, unless I had the matter examined in all its 
details and fully argued and reported upon. 

Manisty, J.: I daresay you are both aware of the view which was taken 
many years ago of the conduct of a solicitor who was in the habit of 
getting orders for writs for a bailiff, the bailiff sending him instructions 
to issue writs against certain parties. He sent the writs, the solicitor 
charged him for the service of the writs, and Abbot, C.J., said: ‘It 
is a system which, if persisted in, will be visited with very severe punish- 
ment, but as this is the first time such a thing has occurred, perhaps it was 
done rashly,’’ and the court only made the solicitor pay the costs, but 
there was the warning that if in future any solicitor acted in that way 
he would be severely —— and they have been severely punished. 

Sreruen, J.: I think, for the honour of the profession and for the sake 
of the public, the matter should be fully investigated. The matter must 
be referred to a master for him to report. 





*,* In the report of Re the Almada and Tirito Co. (ante, p. 473) the names 
of the solicitors are given as ‘‘ Wilkins & Fanshawe.’’ They should be 
Wilkins, Blyth, & Dutton. 








On the 7th inst. in the House of Lords Lord Grantley presented a 
petition from the Incorporated Law Society of Wakefield against the 
Land Transfer Bill. 

A meeting will be held at the India Office, Whitehall, on Wednesday, 
June 20, at half-past 5, to consider and determine the form to be given to 
a memorial of the late Sir Henry Sumner Maine that is to be placed, with 
the consent of the Dean of Westminster, in or within the precincts of 
Westminster Abbey. 


A petition, having for its object the transfer of the assizes for the county 
of Oardigan from Cardigan to Lampeter, is stated to be now being con- 


sidered by the Privy Council. The present assize town is said to be in- 
accessible, having no direct railway communication, and jurors are 
frequently compelled to travel fifty miles to obey their summonses. 
The petition has been signed by the Earl of Lisburne and many of the 
leading magistrates and by twenty-six members of the South Wales 
Circuit 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly pases of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Henry Roscoe in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
Edwin Hedger, John Hunter, J. H. Kays, Grinham Keen, N. T. 
Lawrence, R. Pennington, J. Anderson Rose, Sidney Smith, E. W. 
Williamson, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary), A sum of £400 
was distributed in grants of relief, 117 new members were admitted to 
the association, and other general business was transacted. 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


The fifty-sixth anniversary festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society 
was held on Wednesday evening at the Freemasons’ Tavern, the Attorney- 
General in the chair. There were present between two and three hundred 
persons. The report stated that the income for the past year had been 
£5,306, and the expenditure £4,088, leaving a balance in hand of £1,417. 
From the Benevolent Fund, which was for the benefit of those law clerks 
who were not members, in the past year £461 had been distributed in 
grants which could not exceed £5. 

The Cuarrman, in proposing the toast of ‘‘The Queen,” said that 
amid all the enthusiasm with which her Majesty’s name was greeted, it 
was impossible to dismiss from their minds the great sorrow which 
seemed to be hanging over her and the Royal Family by the grievous 
illness of the Emperor Frederick. 

In proposing the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity to the United 
Law Clerks’ Society,’ the Cuarnman there was nothing which ought 
more to engage the attention of those who were careful with re to 
the conduct of their lives, than to make provision for those they left 
behind by means of insurance. The society had now £77,200 invested, 
and no less than £91,000 had been given in relief in the past fifty-six 
years, and nearly £30,000 expended in the sick, superannuation, and 
creas branches, but there was room fora great many more to join 
t. 

Mr. M‘Inrynrz, Q.C., pent the ‘‘ Chairman,’’ whose name, he eaid, 
was deservedly received with applause in every assembly of lawyers. 

The CuareMan, in reply, expressed the pleasure it would always give 
him to do what he could to t the society. 

The toast of the ‘‘ Bench, the Bar, and the Profession,”” was acknow- 
ledged by Sir Horace Davey, Q.0. Subscriptions amounting to £650 
were announced. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
SOME STUDENTS’ CASES. 


The following cases, in addition to those noted in our issue of April 14, 
have been selected for students entering for the June Final :— 


ConVEYANCING AND Eavirty. 
Re Wiis, Ex parts Kennepy (ante, p. 474).—An attornment clause in 


a mortgage deed requires registration as a bill of sale to be of any validity 
as re 4 @ power oe distress, unless it falls within the proviso of section 


6 of the 1878 Act. 

Re Reep (ante, p. 438).—In a gift to sisters as a class, sisters of the half 
blood are entitled to share. 

Re Atmapa anc Trrerro Co., Ex PARTE ALLEN (ante, p. 473).—A com- 
pany registered under the Companies Acts cannot issue shares at a discount, 
although the contract for such issue is registered under section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867. 

Re YEouanp Consors (ante, p. 489).—If an infant becomes a share- 
holder he assumes liability as such by acquiescence after attaining 
majority. 

g Nerrieroiy’s Trusts (23 L. J. N. O, 83).—Trustees who have paid 
into court under the Relief Act (10 & 11 Vict. c. 96) cannot 
exercise a power of advancement they had over the funds. 

SrewakT v. oo p. 457).—A married woman entitled to 
income for life, with t on anticipation, may appoint an attorney to 
receive the growing payments, but only on her be! and for her use, 

Furness v. Bonp (W, N. 78).—A tenant in on under an agree- 
ment for a lease can rely by way of defence on his equitable title without 
counter-claiming for ¢ performance on the landlord’s treating him 
as a yearly tenant and suing for ssion. 

Hancock v. Hancock (36 W. R. 417).—Where a married woman 
becomes entitled to pro not ee to her separate use under a 
will made after the g of the ied Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
the property is bound by a covenant of the husband alone in her marriage 
settlement for the settlement of her after-acquired property. 

Warne v. Seenoum (ante, p. 474).—If A. owns the copyright of a novel, 
although he cannot prevent B. dramatizing it and publicly performing the 
drama, he can prevent B. multiplying copies of the drama containing 
passages extracted from the novel. 

Re Frewen (ante, p. 488).—Oapital money arising under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, can be applied in paying off a mortgage for a long term 
of years on a portion of the settled lands, 
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Wass v. Jonas (ante, p. 474).—Trustees should not invest trust funds on 
a contributory mortgage. 

Re Biunpewt, Buunogit v. Buunpewt (ante, p. 440).—In order to pre- 
clude a solicitor to a trustee frora accepting payment of his costs from the 
trustee out of the trust estate, knowledge must be brought home to the 
solicitor that the trustee has been guilty of such a breach of trust as to 
pas the trustee of all right to resort to the trust estate for payment of 

costs. 


Common Law, Banxervurtcy, Practicz, AND Crmunau Law. 


Lewis v. Granam (36 W. R.574).—A clerk employed in the City does not 
carry on business in the City for the —— of procedure in the Lord 
Mayor's Court. (It is otherwise as to bankruptcy procedure: Re Bowie, 
Ez parte Bruell, 50 L. J. Ch. D. 384). 

Re Dernon (23 L. J. N. C. 71).—In case of misjoinder of causes of 
action, defendant should not take the objection at trial but at the earliest 
possible opportunity. 

Rec. v. Weatanpv (36 W. R. 576).—If a prisoner is charged under sec- 
tion 4 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, and evidence is given under 
that section by the prosecutrix not upon oath, he can be convicted cf an 
indecent assault under section 9, although without that of the prosecutrix 
the evidence would have been insufficient. 

Hiacrs v. Scorr (84 L. T. 442).—If plaintiff fails to reply to a defence 
ani counterclaim, defendant obtains judgment on his counterclaim, 
whether for a liquidated or unliquidated amount by motion for judgment 
under ord. 27, r. 11. 


Apmrratty, Pronate, Divorce, &c. 


Orway v. Orway (23 L. J. M. C. 77, see ante, p. 487).—A wife guilty of 
adultery cannot obtain a judicial separation on account of her husband's 
adultery and cruelty. 

Bicwoop v. Biawoop (ante, p. 402).—Where a husband fails to comply 
with a decree for restitution of conjugal rights, the wife can obtain a 
divorce on the ground of such non-compliance, coupled with adultery 
committed prior to the decree for restitution, 

Durr v. Durr anp Linpsay (W. N. 74).—In an undefended divorce action 
on a husband’s petition, where leave has not been obtained to dispense with 
aco-respondent, the identity of the co-respondent must be proved, although 
there is no claim for damages or costs. 

Re tHe Goons or Busuert (36 W. R. 528).—A draft will was duly 
executed by a testator bequeathiag a legacy to the Bristol Royal Infirmary. 
Subsequently the testator duly executed the engrossed will, in which by 
mistake British was substituted for Bristol. Probate of the will with the 
word Bristol substituted was granted on proof that there was no such 
institution as the British Royal Infirmary. 





THE INCORPURATED LAW SOCIETY’S LECTURES AND 
CLASSES, 

The prize, consisting of books to the value of £2 2s., given by the 
Incorporated Law Society to the students attending the common law 
lectures and classes of Mr. R. Ringwood, has been awarded to each of the 
two students, Mr. E. D. L. Wilmot, articled to Mr. W. J. Fraser, of No. 
2, Soho-square, London, solicitor, and Mr. Clegg, articled to another 
gentleman, of whom we have no particulars at present. 





Unitzep Law Socrety.—Colonel Edis, commanding the Artists’ R.V., 
will open the debate on Monday next on the question of ‘‘ National 
Defence.’”” Among other officers who will be present on the occasion 
are —" Ford and Lieut.-Col. Russell, commanding the Inns of 
Court R.V. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Francis Hastixcs Doyiz, Bart., D.C.L., died at Davies-street, 
Berkeley-square, on the 8th inst. in his seventy-eighth year. Sir F. Doyle 
was the only son of General Sir John Duyle, G:0.B. He was born in 
1810, and he succeeded his father in the baronetcy in 1839. He was edu- 
cated at Eton and at Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated first 
class in Classics in 1832, and he was afterwards elected a fellow of All 
Souls College. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1847. He formerly practised on the Northern Circuit, 
and at the West Riding of Yorkshire Sessions, and he was for several 
years a revising barrister. In 1845 he was appointed assistant-solicitor 
to the Excise Department, and in the following year he became receiver- 
general of Customs, and he was a commissioner of cuatoms from 1869 
till 1883. Sir F. Doyle was an honorary 1D.0.L. of the University of 
Oxford, and he was professor of poetry in that university from 1867 till 
1877. He was the author of several poems, and he had recently pub- 
lished some amusing ‘‘ Reminiscences.”” He was married in 1844 to the 
younger daughter of the Right Hon. Charles Watkin Williams Wynn, 
who in 1867, and he leaves two sons and one daughter. 


Sir Atrrep Powsrr, K.C.B., died at Dublin on the 7th inst. in his 
eighty-fourth year. Sir A. Power was the son of Dr. John Power, of 
Market Bosworth, where he was born in 1805. He was educated at 
Bepton School and at Clare College, Cambridge, where he graduated in 
the firet class of the claesical tripos, and also as a junior optime in 1826, 


and he was afterwards elected a fellow of Downing College. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1830. He was 
appointed a factory commissioner in 1833, and an assistant poor law 
commissioner in the following year. Ee was chief commissioner of the 
poor law in Ireland from 1849 till 1872, and vice-president of the Irish 
Local Government from 1872 till 1879. He was created a Civil Knight 
Commander of the Order of the Bath in 1873. Sir A. Power was married 
in 1840 to the daughter of the late Mr. Thomas Starkie, Q.0., Downing 
Professor of Law at Cambridge. He was buried on the 11th inst, 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Freperick Jutrav Meprortn, solicitor, of Bridlington, has been 
appointed Olerk to the Bridlington Charity Trustees. Mr. Medforth was 
admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


The Earl of Szinorne has received the Honorary Degree of LL.D. from 
the University of Cambridge. 


Mr. Cuarzes Atrrep Crirrs, barrister, has been appointed a Magistrate 
for Buckinghamshire. Mr. Cripps is the third son of Mr. Henry William 
Cripps, Q.C., and was born in 1852. He was educated at Winchester, and 
he was formerly scholar of New College, Oxford, where he graduated first 
class in Modern History in 1874, and first class in Jurisprudence in the 
following year. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in June, 
1877, and he is a member of the Midland Circuit. 


Mr. Tuomas Barcuay Cockerton, barrister, has been appointed an 
Auditor to the Local Government Board. Mr. Cockerton is the eldest son 
of Mr. Richard Cockerton, and was born in 1855. He was educated at 
Magdalen College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-iun 
in January, 1885. He is secretary to the Royal Commission on Market 
Rights and Tolls. 


Mr. Hvcu Bicxersrstn, solicitor (of the firm of Ellis & Bickersteth), 
of J and 2, Bucklersbury, London, has been appointed a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 





' CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrions. 


Harry Spencer Anprew Foy and Joun Davin Borers Lewis, solici- 
tors (Foy & Lewis), of 46, Gresham-street, and 437, New Oross-road, 
London. June l. 


Harry James Frankiin and Greorce Beavcnamp Humpureys, solici- 
tors, of Halifax. June 2. The business will henceforth be carried on 
by the said George Beauchamp Humphreys alone. 

; (Gazette, June 12, 


GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Charles was entertained at dinner at the Holborn Restaurant 
on Tuesday evening last by a number of his fellow-graduates of the 
University of London, in celebration of his appointment as a judge of 
the Queen’s Bench Division. The chair was occupied by Sir Robert 
Fowler, M.P., and among those present were Mr. Justice Wills, Dr. 
Quain, Dr. Graily Hewitt, Dr. George Buchanan, Mr. Horne Payne, Q.C., 
Dr. Barnes, Sir Albert Rollitt, Dr. Routh, and Mr. W. H. Cross. 


The report of the Select Committee of the House of Lords on High 
Sheriffs has been issued as a Blue-book. After some remarks upon the 
mode of appointment, the duties, and the obligations of high Sheriffs of 
counties, the report Ss We agree with the great majority of 
witnesses that it is a hardship to be compelled to incur great expense and 
unknown responsibility, especially as the high sheriff is not qualified to 
take part in any but the ornamental portion of the business, We are of 
opinion that a county official, representing the county and bearing the 
title of high sheriff, should receive the judges when on circuit, nominate 
the grand jury, and —— the other honorary duties as at present. 
We recommend that the high sheriff be —— in the same 
manner as hitherto, but we are of opinion that all the necessary expenses 
of the office should be paid by the county and the Treasury conjointly, 
including one well-appointed carriage with a pair of horses to convey the 
judge on his official duties, and we recommend that trumpeters, javelin- 
men, and all other unnecessary expenses be discontinued. The chief con- 
stable of the county should be responsible for order in court and for a pro- 
per attendance of police on the judge. The high sheriff ought, in our 
opinion, to be relieved from all connection with the legal proceedings 
carried on by the under sheriff, and from all responsibility for and charge 
of the execution of criminals; and we are strongly of opinion that the 
penalty of death should be enforced by the authority which now has the 
charge of all prisoners and controls the execution of all other penal 
sentences, The under-sheriff should assist the high sheriff in the duties 
which still remain to him, but we are of opinion that he ought to be a 

ent officer of the county, holding his office during behaviour, 


perman 

responsible for his own acts and defaults, and that provision should be 
made by statute for his appointment and for his removal when he shall 
have become mony EY through age or otherwise. We consider that 
the ee change that has been made by the recent Reform Act as to 
the division of counties renders it advisable that a returning officer or 
officers should be named by courts of quarter sessions to carry out all 





arrangements with regard to Parliamentary elections. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. APPEAL uae APPEAL Couns Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ No. No. 2. Kay. CuITTY. 
Mon.. June 8 Mr. on ill Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
1esday ee Jackson Leac Pemberton Rolt 
Wednesday 20 Lavie Beal Ward Godfrey 
Thursday .. 21 Pugh Leach a aca Rolt 


Friday ...... 22 Leach ‘a 
Pemberton Rolt 


Saturday... 23 Beal Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, June Mr, Pugh Mr. Koe 
uesday Lavie Clowes 
Wednesday Pugh Koe 
peer Lavie Clowes 
riday Pugh Koe 
ew By Lavie Clowes 








THE SUMMER ASSIZES., 


[Revisep Pargr. | 

Oxrorp Orrcurr (Denman and Charles, JJ.).—Reading, Wednesday, 
June 20; Oxford, Saturday, June 23; Worcester, Thursday, June 28; 
Gloucester, Thursday, July 5; Monmouth, Thursday, rod, 12; Hereford, 
Tuesday, July 17; Shrewsbury, Friday, July 20; Staffo Tuesday, July 
24; Birmingham, "Tuesday, July 31. One judge only will go to the first 
seven places. 

Mrpianp (Hawkins and Wills, JJ.).—Aylesbury, Saturday, June 23*; 
Northampton, Tuesday, June 26*; Bedford, Saturday, July 7; Leicester, 
Tuesday, July 10; Oakham, Friday, July 13; Lincoln, Saturday, July 14; 
Derby, Wednesday, July 18; Nottingham, Monday, "July 23 ; Warwick, 
Friday, July 27; Birmingham, Tecskay, July 31. One judge only will 
go to the first nine places. 

Sourn-Eastern (Pollock, B.).—Huntingdon, Saturday, June 30; Cam- 
bridge, Tuesday, July 3; Bury St. Edmunds, Friday, July 6; Norwich, 
Friday, July 13; Chelmsford, we July 23; Hertford, Saturday, 
July 28; Lewes, Thursday, August 2. 

Noarn Wares, GLAMORGAN, AND CuEsTER (Field, J.).—Newtown, Thurs- 
day, July 5; Dol elly, Monday, July 9; Carnarvon, Thursday, July 12; 
Beaumaris, Monday, July 16; Ruthin, Thursday, July 19; Mold, Satur- 
day, July 21; Chester, Wednesday, July 25; Swansea, Wednesday, 
August 1. Two judges will go to the last two places. 

Sovtn Watgs anp Cuester (Mathew, J.).—Haverfordwest, Friday, July 
6; Cardigan, Tuesday, July 10; Carmarthen, Friday, sly wis recon, 
Thursday, July 19; Presteign, ‘Monday, July 23; Chest y, 
— ad. Swansea, Wednesday, August 1. Two judges will | go hang the lust 

wo places. 

Home (Huddleston, B.).—Guildford, Wednesday, July 4; Maidstone, 
Wednesday, July 11; Exeter, Saturday, July 21; Winchester, Saturday, 
J _ 28 ; Bristol, Monday, August 6. Two judges will go to the last three 
places. 

Western (Huddleston, B., and Day, J.).—Salisbury, Wednesday, July 
4; Dorchester, Saturday, July 7; Wells, Wednesday, July 11; Bodmin, 
Tuesday, July 17; Exeter, Saturday, July 21; Winchester, ’ Saturday, 
: uly ee Monday, August 6. One judge only will go to the first 
our p 

Nortuzrn (Stephen and Grantham, JJ.).—Appleby, Tuesday, July 3; 
Carlisle, Thursday, July 5; Lancaster, Monday, July 9; Manchester, 
Thursday, July 12; Liverpool, Thursday, July 26. One judge only will 
go to the first three 

NortH-EAsTern sini and A. L. Smith, JJ.).—Newcastle, Friday, July 
g; — Friday, July i3; York, Friday, July 20; Leeds, Thursday, 

uly 

Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Manisty, J., will remain in town. 


* These are altered dates. 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaeette,—FRipayY, June 8 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LiiTED IN CHANCERY. 

ATRESIDE STEEL AND [non Co., LuurrED.—Petn for winding up, presented June 
7, directed po bo house before North, J.. on Saturday, Some 16, Crossman & 
Prichard, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn, agents for Stanton & Atkinson, a 
upon Tyne, solors for “toer 

OLD LonpDon BREWERY Co., Lim1TED.—Creditors are required, on or before July 
2. to send their names and addresses, and the par culars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. Francis Cooper, 14, George st. Mansion House. Monday, July 7 
at 12, is appointed for hearing aud adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

RIENTAL CE AND EMBROIDERY MANUFACTURING Co, LIMITED.—Petn 4 
winding Up. presented June 6, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., 
Saturday, June 16. Wild & Co., Ironmonger lane, Cheapside, solors for poleer 

Pusiic WORKS AND CONTRA ct Co., LuwrTep.—Petn for winding up, presented 
May 17, directed to be a before Kay, J., on Saturday, June 16, unkett & 
Leader, St Paul’s pe Rs sy solors for petners 

J. MarsH & Co., ag a Petn for winding up, Gpasented Jane 2 & directed 
to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, June 16. Rowcliffes & » Bedford 
row, ts for Benson & Carpenter, Bristol, solors for petners 

Tuurso New Gas Co., etn that the winding up may be continued, 


resented Ay te directed ry tobeae before Kay, J., on Satur iay. June 16 
dsdale & Son, Gray’s inn sq, agents for Ridgway ‘& Ridgway, Dewsbury, 
solors for petners 


OCoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
GLADSTONE PROPERTY INVESTMENT Oo., LimITED.—By an order made bf 
Bristowe, we o-. dated May "tidings it was ordered that the es why 
the company be continu & Co., Manchester, agents for 


Bolton, solor for pet pore 
RIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

BriiuinGs Sick Civus, Foresters’ Arms Inn, Billinge, Wigan, Lancaster. June 4 
Court AtTak, A.O.F., York place, Bingley, York. June 6 
INDEPENDENT ORDER OF DRUIDS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Foresters’ Arms, Higher 

lane, Besses o’ th’ Barn. Lancaster. June 4 
Inperenpent pues oF TEETOTAL FELLOWS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 160, Caledonian 

. une 

THORNE FRIENDLY Society, Temperance Thorne. York. June 
TRADESMAN'S BENEVOLENT Society, White Horse Inn, Chesterfield, Derby. 


June 4 
London Gasette.—_TURSDAY, June 12. 
JOINT STOCK eo en 


IN CHANCER 
~ Petn for winding, up, D, seqgmie’ June 6, 


CWMORTHIN SLATE 
ollams & Co., 


Co., LIMITED. 
directed to be kt before Stirling, J., on Saturday, June 
Mincing lane, solors for te oye 
LOWESTOFT STEAM G AND FisHinG Co., LimiTep.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Suly 7. 7, to —, cher names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to William Thomas Balls, 12, London rd, rd, 
Lowestoft. Monday, July 23 at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and c 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DEOL VED, 
ypemest TRADESMEN’S NEW FRIENDLY Society, Cock Inn, Hingham, Norfolk. 
une 
PRINCESS ALEXANDRA FEMALE BENEFIT Society, Victoria Vocoa House, *Red- 
ditch, Worcester. June7 
WEST COKER PROVIDENT AND FRIENDLY SoOcrety, Old School Room, West Ooker, 
Somerset. June 7 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLam™. 
London Gasette.—F RribayY, June 1. 
Aneta d J ome, Ranelagh 1d, Redhill, Retired Miller. July 4. Wilkinson, Church 
ADAMS. , ELizaBETH, Shirley avenue, Southampton. J uly 16. Wood & 
Co, Raymond bldgs 
Avene, | Seeenas, Burgess hill, Sussex, Farmer. June 23. Howlett & Clarke, 
mee. eae Oakwood, nr Chichester. July 9. Raper & Freeland, Chichester 
BarinG, Hon Louisa EMILY, Prince’s gate. July 16. Bowerman, Gray’s inn eq 


Baron, Ps, Cardwell st, Bolton, Retired Marble Mason. Aug 1. Watkins 
& Son, Bolton 


CALLISTER, EDWARD FLETCHER, Mill lane, West Derby, Lancaster, Gent. July 
13. pson, Liverpool 
ae = ALFRED, Bosham, Sussex, Gent. July 9. Raper & Freeland, 
chester 


CoKE, agp tty paces Woodhouse, Notts, Esq, Hon Colonel. July 
14. 
Coun, Gasese, Bedford ~ Southampton, Baker. June 30. Sharp & Brain, 
utham 


ton 
- Rooms, Ham Hambrook, Trintington, Sussex, Gent. July 9. Raper & 
OLARKE, MantA, Chapel vel Field rd, Heigham, Norwich. July 14. Field, Norwich 
COLLINs, fewer, Tangmere, Sussex, Farmer, July 9. Raper & Freeland, 


Chiches' 
Count, = wl New Quay, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. July 1. Jeffery 
& Hasell, Birmi: 


quem, WILLIAM, Vicarage rd. Seve ee uxta Cipataghem, Warwick, Beer 
Retailer. June 29. Ansell & Ashford, 

Davison, THOMAS Lspenoas, Woking, tae ieee yo re Stater. June 2%, Rey- 
nold: ag | Smithfield 

DENMAN, : ee. Westergate House, nr Arundel. July 9. Raper & 
Freeland, Chiches 
WELL, ROBERT Binder North Riding of York, Surgeon. June 90. Ejigar 

& Badcock, Aucklan 
Daew. EMILY, Bustos, Derby. July 14. Pontifex & Co., St Andrew’s st, E.C. 


EarnsHaw-W. v. SAMUEL Mr ey Ellough Rectory, nr Beccles, Suffolk, 
h RI T. Alexander, 


July 16. Ely 
‘ARR, THOMAS, Hi atioed upon Aven, Phoat Builder. July 11. Slatter & Oo. 


ARB strat rd upon Avon 
FRICKER, Jagces) HUNTER, Westow hill, Upper Norwood, Stationer. June 2. 
Finch, Cannon 


GoupeaiTH, J J pase, N orthcote villas, Croydon, June 30, Payne, 36, Alexander 
HARBISON, sem siete crescent, Camden Town, Gent. July 3i. Peckham 
Hawt, GEORGE, Northlands, Sussex, Esq. July 9. Raper & Freeland, Chiches- 
Horas, D Davip, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Tanner, June 20. Phillips, Lian- 
Inwes, Fasxens CAROLINE, Campbell rd, Southsea. June 20, Hunters & Haynes, 


Jacons, ‘Snctor. B Russell st, Covent grdn, Fruit Salesman. July 1. Hart & 
inch, Gt Winchester st 

Janvis, Makrrna, Holland park, Kensington. July 16. Stuart & Tull, Gray’s 

Jounston, Halen Bouswn, Ruseel st, Bath. June 28, Barker & Co, Carmarthen 

Lams, SARAH, Shifnal, Salop. June 12. Leake, Shifnal 

Lucey, Jonny, Sydney, N 8 W, Ironmonger. July 10. Paige & Co Redruth 

LoweE. Rev THOMAS, Willingdon, Sussex, Vicar. July 9. Raper & Freeland, 


Chichester 
MippLETON, HELEN, Fulham rd. June 30. Barlow & James, Lime s 


MILnzEs, SARAH, Mill st, Bradford, Manchester June 30 Blinkhorn, Manchester 
NowEtL, THOMAS, Pembroke Lodge, Watford, Gent July 14 Aston & Hughes, 


are 
PERKINS, ANN, Station rd, Redhill July 4 Wilkinson, Church ct, Clement’s lane 


Cosmas, Intake, Saddleworth, Yorks, Olothier July 2 Row- 





botham, O} 
RIDLEY, Rev. "Niowotas James, Hollington House, nr Newbury, Hants. July 9 
Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Raa, Gham, Pet Sussex. July9. Raper & Freeland, Chichester 





SO EN TE Le 


548 THE SOLICITURS’ JOURNAL. 


June 16, 1888. 








SANGER, Jams ELIzaBETH, South Haddon, Kingsbrompton, Somerset. June 30. 
ope, Exeter 
Comes, Sarees, Princes Darwen, Lancs, Gent. July 7. Woodcock & Sons, 
d 


SHaw. THOMAS, Greame st, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Worsted Spinner July 7. 
Farrington, Manchester 
Smapson, PERCY, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister-at-Law. July1. Harris, Sittingbourne 


SmiTH, JOHN, Gloucester. July 11. Slatter & Co, Stratford upon Avon 
SmuiTH, Joun Tuomas, North Weald Bassett. July 15. Windus & Trotter, 


& 
Trorren, GEORGE Daz, Upleatham, York, Land Agent. July 31. Trevor, 
Guisborough 
Warp, WILLIAM. Cresent Wharf, Birmingham, Coal Merchant. June 13. 
Blackham, Birmingham 
WATEINS, CHARLES, Wilcroft, Hereford. Augi. James & Co, Hereford 


wage, ¢ cam TOWNSEND, Claverdon terr, Birmingham, Painter. June 14, 

Wood & Co, Birmingham 

Tammy pany, — st, Farnworth, nr Bolton, Lancaster. Augi. Watkin 
n, 

Yates, ROBERT, Cross st, Oswaldtwistle, Machine Printer. July 1. Reddish, 


Church 
London Gasette—TUESDAY, June 5, 
ARCHER, Many ANNE, Newick Lodge, Newick, , ay July 6. Ravenhill, 
Outer Temple, Strand 
BakER, ELIzaBETH SARAG, Close, Salisbury. July 10. Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 


Bannan, CHARLES, Dowsaark hill, Camberwell, Surrey, Esq. July 1, Lee & Co, 
t| Paul’s Churchyar 
maaan, ELIJAH, Wellington rd, Edgbaston, Birmingham, late Agent to the 
Birmingham’ Branch of the Norwich Union Fire and Life Societies. J uly 
13, Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
. ELIZABETH, Mount st, Harrogate. July 12. Peach, Harrogate 


BLACKBURN, EDWARD, Haine, Stowford, Devon, Esq. July16, Merriman & Co, 
Austin Friars 

CEELY, WILLIAM, Billington rd, New Cross rd, Plumber and Decorator. July 
19. Harris, Coleman st 

CHAPMAN, JOHN, Crosby, Lincoln, Gent. July 12. Peach, Harrogate 


OLOKE, CHARLES EDWARD, St Viucent, West Indies, Planter. July 9. Parker & 
pooner House, St;Michael’s hiley 

Crows, WitiiaM MILNER, Cregg, Nightingale lane, Pp aewerte Common, 
Civil Engineer. June "30. Hopgood & Co, Whitehall place 

ee ee, Greenhill, Owslebury, Southampton. July 6. Paice, 

taple i 
DIPNALL, HENRY, Owslebury, Southampton. July6. Paice, Staple inn 
DURRANT, , Mace, Highbury quadrant, Highbury, Gent. July 9. Parker & Co, 
tory House, St Michael’s alley 

East, BOBERT SAMUEL, Oatlands Park, nr Weybridge, Provision Merchant. 
July 3. Durham. Chancery lane 

FirzMavRIcE, HENRY GEORGE Bastrzow, Jermyn st, St James, Esq. June 30. 
Meynell & Pemberton, Whitehall a 

pune PATRICK, Liverpool, Stevedore. July 23. Weightman & Co, Liver- 


Hanns, Gzon0x, Woburn Sands, Buckingham, Gent. June 30, Wright, Ampt- 


Banos. Faapou SARAH, Emsley, Irlam o’ th’ Height, nr Manchester July 1. 
0) . rexham 
HARVEY, ao. Newhall, Derby, Collier. July 2, Jennings & Co, Burton on 


HEWETSON, HENRY WALTER, Jujhenben, Grocer and Wine Merchant. July 
6. Mann & ager New Oxford st 
Hotway, JOSEPH WALPOLE, Beckenham, Merchant. July 9. Parker & Co 
House, St Michael's alley 
JEPHCOTT, GEORGK, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. July 27. Hughes & Masser, 


ven 
Lams. Sonn Gene, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, Gent. June 30. Baldrey, 





Norwich 
. Maria, St Mary Bourne, Southampton. June 20, Footner & Son, 
Andover 
Lowspes. oe Liverpool, Average Adjuster. June 30. Bateson & Co, 
verpo 


MABEE, =. West Buckland. July 5. Beckingsale & Booker, Wellington 


Sry, ag ee MAksH, , rt a House Asylum, Camberwell, Gent. 
July Kingsford & Co, Essex st 
+ HENRY Wueerun, Lieut.-Colonel Royal Artillery. Aug 
Darvill & Last, New Windsor 
Gusan’ RicHarD HUNGERFORD, Roade, Northampten, Doctor of Medicine. 
iy & 16. Tomalin & Walker, Northampton 
PakkY, SEFTON HENRY, Cricklewood Lodge, Cricklewood. July 14. Collyer- 
Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
RALFE, FREDERICK WHITFELD, Lliancaiach House, Gelligacr, Glamorgan, Mer- 
ant. July 23. Nash Leigh, Cardiff 
Robinson, JOSEPH, Leek, Crefield rd, Fulham, Retired Stonemason. June 14. 
Barclay & Taylor, Macclesfield 
SANDILANDS, GEORGE a ra Mark lane. July 9. Parker & Co, Rectory 
House, St. Michael’s “7 
SoLEY. Mary MusGROvVE, Gt Berkhamsted, Hertford. July1. Bullock & Penny, 
Gt Berkhamsted 
THoMAs, CHARLES HERBERT FIELD, Cadogan pl, Chelsea, July 29. Stevens, 
Queen Victoria st 
WALKER, JOHN aecnan REXFORD, Tudor Lodes, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Esq. July 16. oer & Co, Mancheste 
WItson, Sapsu, a, Stainton, York. July 1. Hunton & Bolsover, 


meng bh Tee 
‘Weenyane, CHARD, Hawkshead st, Southport, Gent. Sept1 Watkins & Son, 
>: 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 8 
ArnsworTH, James, Barton Arcade, Manchester, Wine Merchant. July 1. 
Gartside, Manchester 
Baxter, — Town Head, Linton, York, Publican. June 14. Killick & Co, 


ae Redmile. Leicester, Gent. Aug10. Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Booru, WILLIAM, Pickmere, Chester, Farmer, July 10. Caldecutt, Knutsford 
Kovurne, Soputa EvizaBErTH, Elmfield, Kent. July 7. Mills, Chancery lane 
Boyz, Exiza, Camden rd, Holloway. July6. Tyrrell, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s 


BRADLEY, JOHN, Thornber, nr Leeds, Farmer. July 14. Richardson & Byron, 
BRIDEOAKE, EDWARD ANDEKEW, Lowside, Oldham, Lancaster, Gent. July 1. 
Rowntree, Oldham 


BROOKES, vis Dee Derby, Licensed Victualler. July 20. J & W H 

Browne, Hon RicuaRp Howe, Brunswick pl, Brighton. July7. FJ & GJ 
Braikenridge, Bartlett's bldgs 

Cas ate ceo ay Augi. Bell & Ingoldby, Louth; or Saunders & 





Cae, | pases JOHN, High st, Chepstow, Mon, Jeweller. July 10. Gee, 


Crov om EY, JOSEPH, Walkden, nr Worsley, Lancaster, Retired Butler. July 7 
yet ind & Worsley, Warrington 
DOovUGLAS-WILLAN, JOHN, Observatory avenue, Kensington, Captain on Retired 
List. July 5. Ravenscroft & Co, John st 
ETHERINGTON, GEORGE, Petersfield, Southampton, Auctioneer. July 4. Addison, 


Portsmouth 
EVANS. JOHN, Gommnenetel rd, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer. July 14. Shepard, 
egar, Mon 
— a eo jusmvs, Middle Temple, Barrister at Law. July 10. Ravens- 
»,vo0nn § 


HALronD, BENJAMIN, Bournemouth, Esq. Augi. Montagu, Bucklersbury 


HAMILTON, JOHN, Buntingford, Hertford, Ironmonger July 31. Hunt, Ware, 
Herts, or to Baker & Thorney croft, Bishop’ s Stortford 

HANEIN, HENRY ALFRED TRULOCK, the Albany, Piccadilly, Esq. July 14. 
Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sc 

HAZZARD, HARRIETT, Gosport, Hants. June 27. Besant & Wills, Portsea 


Hopson, WILLIAM, West Green; Tottenham, Esq. Aug 1. Sawbridge & Son, 


. JOHN, Hi 

JOLLIFFE, JOHN, artond rd, Higher Tranmere, Chester, Gent. July 16. 
Cummins, Live 

LAWTON, WILLIAM EY, ‘Chsithetn, Manchester, Grocer. June 15. Grundy & 
Co, Manchester 

LITTLE, se ee Croft, Hungerford, Berks, Gent. July 2. Beale & 
in ei ng 

MORRIS, JOHN WARRINGTON, Thorner’s ane, Fenchurch st, Architect and Sur- 

veyor. July 14, Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
eater ~ “i Joun THOMAS, Sevenoaks, Kent. Aug 10. Gray & Mounsey, Staple 


int 

Naruan, MicaAEL, Sandy’s Lata Spitalfields, Butcher. July 9 Wright & 

Wright, Queen Victoria 

seme FREDERICK, pe al lane, Highgate, Gent. July 16. Howard & 
Shelton, Tower chmbrs 

PERRETT, MARY HANNAH, Osborne Villas, Cheltenham July 7 Wisaterbothams 
& Gurney, Cheltenham 

POOLE. A eee Windhill, Shipley, York. July 6. Morgan & Morgan, Brad- 


fo 
RADDALL, THOMAS, Penscombe, Cornwall, Yeoman. August 18. White & Co, 


Launceston 
am > mom § Great Titchfield st, Working Jeweller. July 8. Jackson, 
Tm Woo: 
RYDER. JAMES, Wilbraham rd, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Gent. July 30. 
Needham & Co, Manchester 
mee ho nt Chorley, Lancaster, Yeoman. Aug 1. Jackson & Son, 
orley 
SLACK, 5S OeEm, Virginia st, Southport, Lancaster, Gent, June 24. Almond, 
anchester 
Sov 7, Tuomas, George Hotel, Seem, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. 
Ju oy 3. Blackburne & Sy mthe, Oldh 
cme LLEN anaes, , Rodney st, Liverpool. July 20. Ridgway & Worsley, 
arrington 
Vourma, F _EBAME, Eggbuckland, Devon, Auctioneer. June 23. Ryall, Ply- 


TAYLOR, WwW ILLIAM, Canwick, Lincoln, Labourer. Aug 1. Danby & Sons, Lin- 
TAYrOR, Wim, Kempsford ms a Kennington lane, Gent. July 5. 


Tiddeman & Briggs. Finsbur 
WOOoLGAR, CHARLES. fadinghoe, Bumex, Blacksmith. Aug 13. Pearless & Sons, 
East Grinstead 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before postadios 
or renting a house have the Sanita ay aren gements thoroughly examined | fo 

expert from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., — 61 
waicater (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ ADVT. 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, =. Price 13 stamps. Theauthor, 4 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured lf by a method entirely his own.—[ADVT.] 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, June 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
saa, bg meg THomas, Margate, Coal Merchant Canterbuay Pet June 5 
r 
ALLEY, JOHN, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross High Court Pet Marchi2 Ord June 5 
BARLEY, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER, Ramsgate, Civil Engineer Canterbury Pet 
Juneé6é Ord June 6 
BELLAMY, OSCAR, Renfrew bent, Nunhead lane, Peckham, Plumber High Court 
Pet June5 Ord June 
BENNETT, JOHN H., St Bwithin’ 7 ant, Promoter of Public Companies High 
Court Pet May 11 Ord June 5 
BORRILL, JOSEPH, Horncastle, Butcher Lincoln PetJune 4 Ord June 4 
Cox, a. King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Innkeeper King’s Lynn Pet June 6 
Cooweam, WrazAM, Dewsbury, Yorks, Yarn Spinner Dewsbury Pet June 1 


une 
see Davip, Hafod, Glamorganshire, Grocer Pontypridd Pet June5 Ord 


une 5 
Dunes . Mensiaie Ash, Glamorganshire, Painter Aberdare Pet June 5 
une 
DAVIES, JOHN, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet June4 Ord June 4 


Deaqins,, Wru11uyw, Old Kent rd, Draper High Court Pet June 4 Ord 
une 
DE, Witiiam, Accrington, Builder, Blackburn Pet May 29 Ord 


une 

ee Foaxanp HeEnnzy, New Swiadon, Coachbuilder Swindon Pet June 5 
une 

GoocH, sone Gasning Town, Essex, Beer Retailer High Court Pet June 1 
une 

Hayes, W1it1aM, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet June2 Ord June5 

ae etiee 5 CamBrayY, address unknown, Farmer Windsor Pet 

Huxwood, GEORGE TaoMPeon, Rochester, Olerk Rochester Pet May 18 Ord 

Hvupson, GEORGE, Hastings, Jeweller Hastings Pet Juneé Ord June 6 

IveRacuH, JOHN, Thornhill, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury Pet June5 Ord June 6 
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JEFFREY, ANDREW. p Giousetber td, South Kensington, Engineer High Court 
Pet May 23 Ord June 6 
ey Es, Ossett, Yorks, Colliery Weighman Dewsbury Pet June 5 

nae pts [| + cme GoRDON, Barnstaple, Doctor Barnstaple Pet 

une 

svete, c, ~ Hr Putney Vale, Licensed Victualler Wandsworth Pet June 2 

une 

Mure. Cusatm, Bradford, Yorks, Coal Dealer Bradford Pet June 2 

une 

Moopy, Tuomas, Harrogate,Game Dealer York PetJune5 Ord June5 


MookzE, JaMEs JOHN, Darnle og xa. rd, Stoke Newington, Furniture Salesman High 
Court PetJuneé Or 
MokGAN, ROBERT JOHN, Exeter,  Wotehanaber Exeter Pet May 23 Ord June 6 


Purtuips, HENRY, East Tilbury, Hay Dealer Rochester Pet June 5 Ord 


June 5 
PoTTeR, STEPHEN, Yalding, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet June5 Ord June 5 
Rows, ApoLpuHus, Churchfield rd, Acton, Baker Brentford Pet June5 Ord 


une 5 
SMITH, Ls pt Upland rd, East Dulwich, Clerk High Court Pet May 11 
a otBe Gaonen, Dewsbury, Yorks, Yarn Spinner Dewsbury Pet June5 Ord 


SHARP, Saray, London pl, lapice ‘Salts, Hackney, Bottle Manufacturer High 
Court Pet June4 Ord Jun 
meer gomm Whitiend, Decmatteushden, Saddler Pembroke Dock Pet June 
une 5 
Topp, ROCKIBE, Netherton, nr Huddersfield, Builder Huddersfield Pet June6é 
une 6 
WALFORD, Eiza, Kidderminster, Fishmonger Kidderminster Pet June4 Ord 


June tp 
EBSTER, Ep Wath Woeiten, Cambridgeshire, Clerk in Holy Orders Cambridge 
Pet June ~ Ord Jun 
Davin, Merthyr Tydfil, Commission Agent Merthyr Tydfil Pet 


4 OrdJune4 
Wanems, bay i Great Grimsby, Glass Dealer Great Grimsby Pet Juneé 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ara, Rosert THOMAS, Margate, Coal Merchant June 16 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Brssy, THomas, Burnley, Secondhand Clothes Dealer June 18 at 3.45 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Booru, Harry, Leicester, Innkeeper June 18 atii 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


CARPEYTER, CHARLES Winans Dinas, Glam 
Of oe Mention feist , Dinas, organshire, Grocer June 18 at 2.30 
Davis, JOHN, Swansea, Ser June 18 at 12 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swan- 


FATHERS, JOEL, Ashley, Staffordshire, Innkeeper Jane 15 at10 Off Rec, New- 
castle under Lyme 
Fox, 8aMUEL THOMAS, Frettenham, Norfolk, Gardener June1é6at12 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 
FRancis, ARTHUR, Bernard st, Russell sq, Clerk June 15at12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
FREEMAN, EDWARD Pratt, Reading, Commercial Traveller June 15at 11 Queen’s 
Hotel Reading 
vue eee OLIVER, Coventry, Commission Agent Otf Rec, 17, Hertford 
FREETH, GEORGE CHARLES, Stoke D Carpe 
aise toe Pe evonport, mter June 15 at 11 10, 
FRYER. EuizaA ANN, Quedgeley, Gloucestershire, Widow June 16 at 4 Bell 
* Hotel Gloucester 
FRYER, FREDERICK THOMAS. and WILLIAM FREDERICK RatsHeR, Hardwicke, 
Gloucestershire, Corn Merchants June 16 at 3 Bell Hotel. Gloucester 
HALLETT, SHAKLETON, Hare court, Temple, Barrister at Law June 15 at 11 53, 
Hu mY - ag A ~ _ K 
AYWARD, SAMUBL, Oharlt 
J at hee we on, Kent, Merchant June 15 at 3 109, Victoria st, 
metry ony THOMPSON, Rochester, Clerk June 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, High 
Hiney, FREDERICK EpWakb, Stratford u Avon, Licensed Vict J 
at1130 Railway lnn, Stratford te ay Avon’ ee 
HIL1, Janie een fe Sr, , Gaeoweed, Plumber June 15 at it No16 
’s 
Jae Chiteon + pa Buckinghamshire, Farmer June 18 at 2 County 
yN 
JENEINSO’ CHantEs, Fulbeck, Linecinshize, Shoemaker June 16 at 12 Off Rec, 
1, igh Poe Pavement, N ottingh 
LUBLIN, E., gree st June 15 Bat 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
MANSFIELD; JABEZ REUBEN, Ston: we ol B 
June 18 re 3 County Court, Northampt meena cranes 


INGER, CHARLES, Bradford, Y: 
Se ord, Yorks, Goal. Dealer June 16 atii Off Rec, 31, 


Moopy, THomas, Harrogate,Game Dealer June 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, York 
Mvepocu, JaMEs Dovatas, B » Dray J , 
chinbre, Brides ee per June 15 at3.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s 


emery” EDWARD, Nottingh: F 
tole noes vm hed ‘ramework Knitter June iéat11 Off Rec, 


Puss 5, HLENY, East Tilbury. Essex, Hay Dealer June 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 


st, Rochester 
Rares jcuononand Ropert RATHBONE, North mas: 
at 11. Off Rec, Ogden’s chmb: Bridge st, ein a wedetenan 


rs, 
REEs, Sasces, Hovertoteene Draper Sas 19 at 11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 
Rix, RicHARD, Gr Grant rd, Croydon, Seedsman June 15 at 12 109, Victoria st, 


ROBINSON, aa Wigston M: 
mm, ae he ae jagae, Leices, Clerk in Holy Orders June 18 at 


er 
Som, Oe Cuantes, Leicester, Carriage Builder June 18 at 3 28, Friar lane, 
Waren, oer, Sheffield, Baker June 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shef- 


Woe. eee nateen, Cambs, Clerkin Holy Orders June 15 at 2.30 Bull 


WEEDING, > Wakes SAMUEL, West U h 
Somunaien. ik Cheenles owes, Chemist June 21at12 Chamber of 


Worrton, James, Sheffield, Grocer June19 at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
BaRLEY, WILLIAM Queen eee Con Gil vil Engineer Canterb Pet 
Juneé6 Ord June 6 apd 
Booru, Harry, Leicester, Innkeeper Leicester Pet June? Ord June 2 
BoRRILL, JOsEPE, Horncastle, Butcher Lincoln Pet June4 Ord June 4 
Guang, Argan, Plaitford, Wilts, Wood Dealer Southampton Pet May 11 Ord 


Davies, Davip, Hatod, Glamorganshire, Grocer Pontypridd PetJune5 Ord 


ae. Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Davies, JoHN, Mountain Ash, Painter Aberdare Pet June5 Ord June5 
DELLEANY, WILLIAM, Old Kent rd, Draper High Court Pet June 4 Ord June 6 
Farmees, Jo Jort, Ashley, Staffordshire, Innkeeper Nantwich and Crewe Pet 


Passe oneued Goal st, Russell sq, Clerk High Court Pet May 17 Ord 
Founee. x. Conor CHARLES, Stoke Devonport, Carpenter East Stonehouse Pet 
yoae, Pe OLIVER, Coventry, Commission Agent Coventry Pet May 25 
GARRETT, pamane Henry, New Swiadon, Coachbuilder Swindon Pet June 5 


Ord Jun 

Goocs, J JOuN, “Vincent st, Canning Town, Beer Retailer High Court Pet June 
une 

Guzzy, ., A <n Poultry, Financial Agent High Court Pet Mar 
une 

Mannan, SAMUEL, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds Pet May 10 Ord June 2 

Heapmarow, E EDWARD CAMBRAY, Bray, Berks, Farmer Windsor Pet May 24 

r une 

IVERACH, JOHN, Thornhill, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury Pet June5 Ord June 5 

JONES, a Maar, Telgernen, Mestenet. Innkeeper Portmadoc and Blaenau Fes- 
e' May 

meee. Ciranizs, Ossett, Yorks, Colliery Weighman Dewsbury Pet June 5 

une 
Larne, WILLIAM putsneee GorpoNn, Barnstaple, Doctor Barnstaple Pet 
June5 Ord June 
Lou Hon Sana, Waeseestes, Tea Merchant Worcester Pet Junei Ord June 6 


MESSENGER, CHARLES, Bradford, Yorks, Coal Dealer Bradford PetJune2 Ord 


June 

Moorsz, JAMES JOHN, Darnle = Stoke Newington, Furniture Dealer High 
Court PetJuneé6 Ord 

NaYtor, GEORGE HEATH, Te nef Nether, Yorks, Stationer Barnsley Pet 
May 23 Ord June 4 

PLUMTREE, TOM BETTS, Geohem, rd, Wimbledon, Builder Kingston, Surrey Pet 
June2 Ord June 

PoTrEr, STEPHEN, Yalding, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet June5 Ord June 5 


ROBERTSON, JAMES RICHARD, Wiggwpaa St Mary Magdalen, Norfolk, Machinist 


King’s Lynn Pet May 31 Ord June 
ne ~ I eee Leicester, Carriage Builder Leicester Pet June 2 Ord 


Swarr, “HENRY, London pl, London winie, Hackney, Bottle Manufacturer High 
Gourt Pet June 4 Ord June 4 
TILLETT, yeanem, St James's st, Wine Merchant High Court Pet Feb27 Ord 


Jun 
WanrouD, Euza, Kidderminster, Fishmonger, Kidderminster Pet June4 Ord 


Wansmin, Epwrs, Weis. 6 Cambridgeshire, Clerkin Holy Orders Cambridge 
June 4 
waa, See, = ya ‘Tyan, Commission Agent Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
une 
Wena, 72 , TIMOTHY, Gt Guta, Glass Dealer Gt Grimsby Pet June 6 Ord 
une 6 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 12, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bancnors, Param, Lisie Bs Badworth, Cheshire, Corn Miller Nantwich and Orewe 
une 8 
BENNETT, Exiza, Chichester, Baker Brighton PetJuae9 OrdJune9 


me JouN, Bilsdale, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton Pet June 6 Ord 
une 
BERLYN, SOLOMON, Bedford, Furniture Dealer Bedford Pet June 8 Ord 


une 

BRADSHAW, JOSEPH KENNERLEY, Brighton, Licensed Victualler Brighton Pet 
June9 Ord June 9 

Buse. ppeane, address unknown, Shoe Manufacturer Stafford Pet May 29 

une 

CARMICHAEL, RICHARD. Workington, Cumberland, picture Frame Dealer 
Cockermouth aud Workin Pet Juneé Ord June 

as WILLIAM HENRY. neon’s br 9 ioner Woolwich rd, Greenwich, 

Plumber Greenwich Pet ay, 2 e 5 
CLARK, THomas, York, Labourer York hy on 7 Ord June7 


Cony, b. oom ALFRED, Norwich, Lithographer Norwich Pet Junes8 Ord 
CoprERTHWAITE, SAMUEL, Bradford, Yorks, Packer Bradford Pet Juneé Ord 
Dawste ‘Huey, Brimsoombe, Gloucestershire, Builder Gloucester Pet June 
— ~~" JosEPH, Kendal, Veterinary Surgeon Kendal PetJune9 Ord 


Jun 
DAVIES, Davin, Aberystwith, Mariner Aberystwith PetJune7 Ord June7 


Davey, Bewsse, Biestaghem, Building Superintendent Birmingham Pet 
une r une 6 
DeExtTER, THOMAS, Nottingham, Olerk Nottingham Pet June9 Ord June 9 


Divas, Tai Tuomas, Lingfield, Surrey, Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet May 8 Ord 


DvurFouR, Nicuo LAS JOSEPH, Stockton on Tees, _Renheaper Stockton on Tees and 

Middles h PetJune 8 Ord June 

Ganngw. Wath, DWARD GARROW, ce st, Gent Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet May 3 Ord June7 

GLEpyILi, Teomag Soy same, Keighley, Yorks, Top Maker Bradford Pet 
use une 7 

Geneat, Na’ ~ 1 laadaats Burgess hill, Sussex, Dairyman Brighton Pet June 

ane 
Gasman, WALTER, a prisoner in Millbank High Court Pet May 17 Ord 


Jun 
Guuuneann, JAMES, and ra dl puna Rosrnson, Leeds, Cloth Finishers 
Leeds PetJune7 Ord J 

GRIFFIN, SAMUEL WHEELER, Gusies Mallett, Grocer Wells PetJunes Ord 


June 8 

GrRocorTt, Hazpis, Amherst rd, Stoke Newington, Mantle Manufacturer 
h Court Pet June 4 “Ord June 7 , 

Hanson, Jom = Tipton, Staffordshire, Glass Manufacturer Dudley Pet 

June une 

FLAMOQOR.  JConPE, Hesthengten, Shoemaker Northamptun Pet May 19 Ord 


es, fs, Hucuanp EDWARD, Leeds, Woollen Maker Leeds Pet June 9 Ord 
HABRISON, ‘ews, Leeds, Confectioner Lecds Pet June8 Ord June 8 





Coonan, ( Onan ms GzorGE, address unknown High Court Pet Septi Ord 





Havas, ALFRED. Brighton, Commercial Traveller Brighton Pet Junes Ord 
uve 
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BLETHWAITE, HENRY, Holmfirth, nr Huddersfield, Saddler Huddersfield 
June7 ‘Ord June7 
WIM, Tiverton, Horse Dealer Exeter Pet June8 Ord June 8 


a nord 5 - re Colwyn, Carnarvonshire, Chemist Bangor Pet June 8 


une 
Jones, SAMUEL ALFRED, Sterndale rd, West Kensington, Commission Agent 
» Etigh Cons Court PetJunes Ord June8 
WARD FRANCIS + meee Weresster, Licensed Victualler Worcester 
ats June9 Ord Jun 
LAWRENSON, JOHN, _ ent Piano Dealer Liverpool Pet June7 Ord June7 
lous, 9 pax SoLomon, Farndon, Cheshire, Innkeeper Chester Pet June 5 
une 
MACDONALD, JAMES. — b evens, Queen’s pk, Harrow rd, Clerk High Court 
Pet Jan20 Ord A 
= Geman Slaten, Yorks, Horse Trainer Sheffield Pet June 7 
r 
NEALE, Jou ( Ganeen, Edith villas, West Kensington, Furniture Dealer High 
Court Pet May 19 Ord June8& 
OTTLEY, 1 Court, JOHNSON, Soaieemeuths a Rye lane, Peckham, Accountant 


t Pet on 17 Ord June 
PACKER, HENRY Oilman nn Pet June? Ord June7 


ee > Joan? ‘Same out of business Birmingham Pet Junes Ord 
PULLAN, Ly HeEnkyY, Moorgate st, Merchant High Court Pet April 13 


Ord June 
eer ~ XD, ANNIE pe aes, Dovercourt, Essex, Barge Owner Colchester Pet 
une r 
Seamegene, Wiis, Keighley, Yorks, Grocer Bradford PetJune 9 Ord 


SHEPPARD, WILLIAM, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham Pet June7 Ord June7 

STH, WILLIAM, Boston Spa, Yorks, Innkeeper York Pet June7 Ord June7 

a, > Raunds, Northamptonshire, Builder Northampton Pet 
une 


Taree. —~ ‘pee Castle st, Falcon sq, Merchant HighCourt PetJune7 Ord 
une 


Tees. 5 ROBERT, Wanstead, out of employ High Court Pet June 9 Ord 


TomMLIN, Somn LEONARD, Maidstone, Gent Maidstone Pet May1¢6 Ord June8 
UNDERWOOD, ALFRED, Eccleston wy _Fimlico, Dealer in Works of Art High 
bo Pet April 25 Ord Jun 
HT, JAMES, Mintern st, ‘Bt John’s rd, Hoxton, Cabinet Maker High 
Ww Court, ‘Pet June 7 B . | calc, aa 
ALEKER, BECCA, Maiden ct, ersgate st, 
ol ay rg Ree = 5 he agate st, Skirt Manufacturer High 
‘WakEEN, THOMAS, Princes Risborough, Buckinghamshire, Surgeon Aylesbury 
Pet June8 Ord Junes8 
—— ae a Hadlow, nr Tonbridge, Farmer Tunbridge Wells Pet 
un 
WHITE, BERTHA inne, Huddersfield, Theatre$Proprietor Huddersfield Pet 
Woonsea, Goamauros Downshire bill, H 
DMAN, CORNELIUS, on ire hi ampstead, Dra h P 
he Mesh ms ro aw i ‘ Pp: per High Court et 
OODWARD, CHARLES. and JAMES quam, Westow hill, U N Cc 
High Court Pet June 8 Ord June 8 4 qtebrenapemaa 
YATEs, a, Hartington, penser saat Farmer Burton on Trent Pet June 8 


T MEETINGS. 
Bancgars, jm, Toem, Little Budworth, Cheshire, Corn Miller June 21 at 4 Royal 
rewe 
EY, Wit CHRISTOPHER, Ramsgate, Engineer June 21 at4 72, High 
BARRETT. WILLIAM DENNIs, Gt Coram st, Russell sq, Licensed Victualler June 
19 at 12 Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


BELL Taceae, iddlesborough, General Dealer J 19 
ae, a, Mildeobor eet une 19at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, 


a TER, Burgess hill, Sussex, Gent J 9 . 
Pavilion bidage Brikeos ges x, Gen une 19 at 12 Off Rec, 4 


— James, St John st rd, Clerkenwell, Coach Builder June 19 at 2.30. 83, 
st, Lincoln’s inn 


meotn tbs ARGARET, Stockton on T. G 
rd, Middicsbotoncy m Tees,Grocer June 19 at11 Off Rec, §&, Albert 


ARMICHAEL, RICHARD, ae 
Duke ot, Whitehare gton, Picture Frame Dealer June 21 at 12 €7, 


Cak James, Notti ha , Mi . 
4 rake ngham, Machinist June 19 at12 Off Rec, 1, High pave 


Crakk, THomas, York, Labourer June 21 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Blake st, York 


COPPERTHWAITE, SAMUEL, Bradf. York 
Manor a ooo ord, Yorks, Packer June 20 at11 Off Rec, 31, 


Cox, Wittram, King’s L 
° oe ae 3d - ynn, Norfolk, Innkeeper June 23 at 12.30 Off Ree, 


CROWTHER, nbers, Batley” Yorks, Yarn Spinner June 19 at 3 Off Rec, 
DAMSELL, HENRY, simesssbe, ae Stroud, Builder June 21 at 4 Imperial 


Hotel, Stroud, Gloucesters 


DAviEs, Davin, Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Grocer June 21 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr 


a JOHN, aa Ash, Glamorganshire, Painter June 21 at12 Off Rec, 
Dot, Tuomas D. ANIEL, Walthamstow, Builder June 20 at 12 33, Carey st, 


FosTEr, ALFRED, and JoHN CHARLES TUFNELI. Pindock mews, Warwick rd, 
on Provision Merchants June 19 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Gitta, WILL14M, Kilburn pk rd, Gent June 21 at 12 38, Carey st, Lincoln’sinn 


GLEDHILL, THOMAS TOWNEND, Bradf 
Manor row, Bradford” ord, Top Maker June 21 at11 Off Rec, 31, 


GoDLEY, W1LLIAM JAMES, Burgess Hill, 8u » Dairym 
Re oo Pavilion a . Brighton sschin sidlscvetipciopteebigs 
Goonsy, Jamas RENE = hurch rd, Barking, Builder June 19 at 11 33, Carey st, 


ROCOTT, RICHARD Harris, Amherst rd, Stoke Newington, Mantle Maker June 
ane bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
— Ds Boston st, Hampstead rd, Greengrocer June 21 at 11 33, Carey 
me Ra i Yorks, Innkeeper June 22 at 12 Off Rec, Trinity 
HEATH, GEORGE. Cit , mews, W 
we carey ss Eineoin sion hite Cross st, Coachman June 19 at 2.80 83, 
‘AITE, HEnRy, Holmfirth, 3 
hem, enleen, Hee eels Yorke, Faddler June 21 at 3 Haigh & 


HOWLETT, EpMunD, Willesden, June 20 at 11 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Hvuenes, Grirritu Jones, Liargollen, Denhighthire, Commission Agent June 


22 at 2.20 erage y Office, pri chbrr, Chester 
ng 


Hum GH, L fi P 
ead Can — an, Anglesey, Builder July 12 at 12 Queen’s 


er Fag F Thornhill, nr Dewsbury, Tailor June 21 at4 Off Rec, Bank 
chm 
Juma, J vax, Det ock, Breconshire, Shoemaker June 25 ati2 Off Reo, 
JONES, Carita NE, West Kirby, Cheshire June 2at2 Off Rec, 48, Hamilton 
enhe: 
Kay, AiyRED HERVEY, and GEORGE Fooues, Westbourne grove, Florists June 
20at12 Bankr ruptey ee Se. Lincoln’s inn 
KELDAY, ARTHUR, RNISH COOPER, and PERCY GILLING, ae 
pevement, row ny na Accountant, and Cooper June9at12 Bankruptc 
8S. ncoln’ 
KILNER, CHARLES, Osset, Yorks, Colliery Weighman June 21 at 3 wrth 


Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Knott, EDWARD Fpsncus S OHARLES, Worcester, Licensed Victualler June 23 at 

11 orcester 
aetna RoBERT JOHN, Exeter, Watchmaker June 20 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bed- 


Off Rec, W 

rd circus. Exeter Bank 

ne ides, P B nap nme my — ed 
8, Po coln’s inn 

REEcE, HENRY, Berners st. Oxford st, Costumier June 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 

bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 

a Amos, Nottingham, Tailor June 20 at12 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, 


ROBERTSON, 5 AMES RICHARD, een St Mary Magdalen, Norfolk, Machinist 
June 2 at1 Off Rec. 8, King st, Norwich 
wm om PATRICK, residence unknown, Tailor June 19 at 11 33, Carey st, 
coln’s inn 
SEMPLE, GEORGE mown, 3 Movtells terr, Bayswater, Butcher June 20 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s in 
MITH, Vereen, Boston fea, Yorks, Innkeeper June 21 ati Off Rec, 17, Blake 


st, 
OeantEs, F nS Og CE, out of England, no occupation June 20at12 33, Carey st, 
coln' 


STANLEY, CHARLES FREDERICK. and ROBERT JOHN HamitTon, Manchester, 
Merchants June 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs. Bridge at, Manchester 

TEMPLETON, HENRY THOMAS NORGATE, New t, Lambeth, Butcher June 21 at 

11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Tuomas, JOHN, Whitland io Saddler June 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, 

11, Qua st, Carmarthen 

THOMPSON, TiENey, Essex rd, agin, Provision Merchant June 19 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, coln’s inn fields 

WALLACE, WILLIAM, and JoHN WaLLacg, Brewery rd, Caledonian rd, Builders 
June 20 at12 Bankru tey bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Was Dare Beast dfil, Commission Agent June 25 at 2 Off Rec, 

ert y 

WILLIAMS, ay Huau, Llianllechid, Carnarvonshire, Quarryman July 12 at 
12.30 Queen’s Head Cafe, Bangor 

Woon. SAMUEL, and HENRY PEACEY. Al te st, Artificial Flower Manufac- 
turers June19at11 Bankruptcy wae Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


The following omentes nattoes is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 5. 
SHERBOBN, FRANCIS, Bedfont, Middlesex, Farmer June 19 at 3.30 Angel and 
Crown Hotel, | Staines, Middlesex 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BELLAMY, Oscak, Renfrew terr, Nunhead lane, Peckham, Plumber High Court 
Pet June5 Ord June 
BENNETT, ELizA, Chichester, Baker, Brighton Pet June7 Ord June 9 
Bnangaw,. — = KeSuERIZY, Brighton, Licensed Victualler Brighton Pet 
un 
Buoad, Ta TuOMAe PETEn, Burgers Hill, Sussex, Gent Brighton Pet June2 Ord 
7 


Baras, , Gzonan EDWARD, , Martin, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper Lincoln Pet May 
Crank, Tuomas, York, Labourer York PetJuneé Ord Juns7 
CoPprERTHWAITE, SAMUEL, Bradford, Packer Bradford Pet Juieé Ord Juneé 
Cox, PL ee King’s Lynn, Innkeeper King’s Lynn Pet June 6 Ord 
DAMNEEt | ay Brimscombe, Gloucester, Builder Gloucester Pet June 8 
Danwyeaien, Some, Kendal, Veterinary Surgeon Kendal Pet June 9 Ord 
DEXTER, "Tmouas, Nottingham, Clerk Nottingham Pet June 9 Ord June9 


DvFouRr, NICHOLAS JOSEPH, Stockton on pees pater Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet June8 Ord Jun 


GrEDErLL, jue 'OWNEND, Keighley, ats, Top Maker Bradford Pet June 
HARRIES -_, ates, RICHARD EnwaAkp, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer Leeds Pet June 9 
r une 


Harrison, Epwin, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds PetJune8 Ord June8 


HEBBLETHWAITE, HENRY, Heleieth, nr Huddersfield, Saddler Huddersfield 
Pet June7 Ord June 
Nake emma Tiverton, Seven, liorse Dealer Exeter Pet June 8 Ord 


Jun 
J arrest, ANDREW, Gloucester rd, South Kensington, Sanitary Engineer High 
Jomme, —— West 2 ieistw Cheshire Birkenhead Pet May 15 Ord 
ne 7 


w 
Jo SAMUEL Sterndale rd, West Kensington, Commission Agent 
h Court pet J Junes Ord Junes 
Kwort. Epwarp Francis Cuanims "sate, Licensed Victualler Worcester 
Pet Juue9 Ord June 
LAWRENCE. EDWIN ALFIE, Whitstable on Sea, School Proprietor Canterbury 
Pet May 14 Ord Jun 
Lawag eee, JOHN, Eeased, Pianoforte Dealer Liverpool Pet June? Ord 
une 
a Ag SoLomoN, Farndon, Cheshire, Innkeeper Chester Pet June5 
MANSFIELD, JABEZ avem, Stony Stratford, Bucks, Mason Northampton Pet 
Aprili9 Ord June1 
ae _ hy ory Farningham, Kent, Hotel Keeper Rochester Pet 
Ma une 6 
ILLIAM FREDERICK, Phcenix ct, Newgate st, Manufacturer High Court 
se pet April 21 — June7 
eto peemn, Northowram, nr Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet June 
une 


msceat, Tuomas, Harrogate,Game Dealer York Pet June— Ord June8 
Morswoop, G. E., Cornhill, Insurance Broker High Court Pet Nov 3° Ord 


June 8 
MUIBHEBAD, GEORGE, Blyth, Notts, Farmer Sheffield Pet April24 Ord June 7 
Punsgee, F. FREDERICK GEORGE, Hastings, Solicitor Hestings PetMay7 Ord 





Postar, Joun, Haymarket High Court Pet March 28 Ord June8 
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Rex, Jom, Lombard st, Financial Agent. High Court Pet April 14 Ord 

e 

RICHMOND, ANNIE Ayure EMILY, Dovercourt, Essex, Barge Owner Colchester Pet 
Junes Ord June 8 

ScaATCHARD, WILLIAM, Keighley, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet June 8 Ord 


June 9 
a EDWARD, Chesterfield, out of employment Chesterfield Pet May 31 | 


June 9 


SHEPPARD, WILLIAM, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham Pet June7 Ord June7 | 
SMITH, Le mA Boston Spa, Yorks, Innkeeper York Pet June 6 Ord | 
TREATHER, EDWARD, Rounds, Northamptonshire, Builder Northampton Pet 


June7 Ord June 9 


sues, seme. Whitland, Carmarthenshire, Saddler Pembroke Dock Pet June | 


June 7 
Topp. : Daman, Netherton, nr Huddersfield, Builder Huddersfield Pet Juneé 
June 6 


Wes, REBECCA, Maidenhead va Aldersgate st, Skirt Manufacturer High | 


Court Pet June7 Ord Jun 


Wenn, WILLLAM, Middleton Stony, " oxtordshire, Baker Banbury Pet May 18 | 


June7 
Waraqanes, « JOHN, Newton Abbott, Uoach Builder Exeter Pet May 25 Ord 
une 9 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


June 18.—Messrs, BAKER & Some, e the Mart, at 3 p.m., Freehold Building 
Land (cee advertisement, June 2, p. 4 

June 18, 19, and 21.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at 
the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estates and Properties, Leasehold Investments 
(see advertisements, June 2, t.7). 

June 19.—Messrs. DANIEL SMITH, Som, & OAELEY, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, June 2, p. 1 


June 19.—Messrs. DRIVER & Co.. at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Residental | 


Estate (see advertisement, June 2, p. 2). 

June 20.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the George Hotel. Bishops Stortford, Free- 
hold Building Land (see advertisement, June 2, p. 4). 

June 20.— 
hold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 2, p. 2. 

June 20.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Estate and Sporting Property (see advertisement, June 2, p. 10). 

June 20,—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIs, CLARK. & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 2, p. 2). 

June 21,—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Lease- 
hold Investments (see advertisement, June 2, p. 12). 

June 2?.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Building 
Estates and Profit Rentals (see advertisement, June 2, p. 4). 


Messrs. DANIEL SmiTu, Son, & OAKLEY, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Free-_ 





| J 22.—Messrs. Norron, Trist, & GILBERT, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
‘Building —_—" and Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, 
une 2, p. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Gitxks.—June 11, at Culinett-road, Putney, the wife of William J. Gilks, of 15, 


’s-inn-fields, of a son. 
HupD.LEstTon.—June 11, at Par! hill-road, Hampstead, the wife of Robert 


liament- 
William Hudleston, solicitor, of a daughter. 


DEATH. 


BEALE-BROWNE.—June 11, at Cheltenham, Thomas Beale-Browne, of Salperton- 
park, J.P., D.L., aged 77. : 





The Subscription to the Soxicrrons’ Jounnan ts—Town, 268, 6d.; 
Country, 288. 6d.; with the Wrexix Rerortsn, 538, Payment in ad- 
vance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volumes bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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| All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’? must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, t# ie requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 








LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


LiMiiT HD. 


, UBSCRIBED CAPITAL, 


ONE MILLION. 


£100,000 PAID UP. 


The Society has opened Offices at No. 9, SERLE STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, and is prepared to receive and consider 


proposals. 


Amongst other objects enumerated in the Memorandum of Associstion, the Society will especially direct their attention to 


the following classes of business :— 

1. Fidelity guarantee. 

2. Business arising out of Trusts, including their administra- 
tion and the indemnity of Trustees. 


Provision has been made not to interfere with 


8. The insurance of mortgage advances. 
4, Providing a fund for securing to Leaseholders and others 
the return of principal at the expiration of any fixed period. 


the administration of Trusts by Solicitors. 


Full particulars may be had on application to the undersigned. 


By order of the Board, 
THOS. R. 


9, Serle Street, Lincoln’s Inn, 7th June, 1888. 


RONALD, Secretary and Manager. 








FIRE!!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 
FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 
TIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 108., £5 68., and £8 5 


"LISTS FREE. 


11 NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C, 








ROBE 


ROBES FOR 














EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 

ad Her Majesty, the the Lord Chancellor, it, ee Whole of 

the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. | GOVERNMENT sxresirion | 
QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigsand od Gownater } for Registrars, Town Clerks, 


| 

| 

| 

CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. | 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


London Gazette. 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices 
for the curren Gazette without Expedition Fees 
15 p.m. on 


Mondays. and Thursdays, 








Mondays an Rady oo — ty . m. 66, 
Tucedays and Fridays. x» 11.15 a.m. 108, 
” «+ so» 1.15 p.m. 208, 
REYNELL & SON 
‘London Gazette’? and General Advertising 


Contractors. 
44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
| amen BY THE LATE GEO, REYNELL IN 1812. 





of the Peace. 
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Telephone No. 1,669. T phic address, “ Akaber, 
London.”’—Sales for the Year 1888. 
Wy FSS8s. BAKER & SONS beg to an- 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED ES- 
TATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country 
Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, Ground 
Rents. Reversions. Shares, and other Properties, will 
be held 
OL 


0 








ws :— 
day, June 22 | Friday, Avg 3 
ly | Friday, Aug 24 
d | Friday, Sept 7 
y, July 20 | Friday, Pept 21 
‘riday, July 27_ | Friday, Oct 12 : 
Auctions can be held on days besides those above 
specified.—-No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 


Friday, Oct 26 
Friday, Nov 16 
Friday, Nov £0 
Friday, Dec 14 


Tt 





oy 














By direction of Tiustees and others. — Croydon, 
Brighton, Ealing-common, and Harlesden. 


ESSRS. BAKEK & SONS will SELL 
by AUCTION the following FREEHOLD and 
D INVESTMENTS. at the MART, on 
FRIDAY NEXT, JUNE 22, at TWO. 
CROYDON.—In One Lot.—Freehold Building 
Property, known as the Morland-road Estate, com- 
14 g@ seven acres, having extensive frontages to 
orland-road and Dartnell-road, seven minutes from 
East Croydon Station, offering a lucrative investment 
either by re-sale in plc ts or creation of ground-rents. 
—Ven ’ Solicitors, Messrs. Saunders. Hawksford, 
Bennett, & Co., 68, Coleman-street, E.C.. and Messrs. 
Russell, Son, & Scott, 14, Old Jewry-chambers, E.C, 
BRIGHTON, Portslade.—In One Lot.—Freehold 
Building Estate, comprising seven acres, three 
minutes from Portslade 
Brighton + ye having a frontage of 1,200 feet to 
the main road from Hrighton to Shoreham. Weil 
adapted for re-tale in plots.— Vendors’ Solicitor, 
W. Bristow, Esq., 138, Jobr.-street, Adelphi, W.C, 
and Greenwich, 8.E. 
EALING COMMON.—Freehold Family Reti- 
dence, known as Kirkconneil, three minutes from 


Ealing Station, with pleasure ground and gardens of | 


upwards of half an acre. In the occupation of the 


vendor. Rental value, £:00 per annum.—Vendors' | 


Solicitors, Messrs. Blair & Guling, Guildhall-cham- 
bers, E.C. 

HARLESDEN, Middlesex.— In Lots.—Excellent 
investments, producing £150 per annum, arising from 
three well-built Residences, bei y 3, Ni 
rd. and 
from Willesden Junction. 
Low ground-rents.— Vendor's Solicitor, 
Preston, Esq., Albert-road, Bournemouth, 

Particul i 
Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victoria-street,f£.C. 





To Trustees, Capitalists, Insurance Companies, and | 
Freehold Ground - Rents | 


others. — High - class 

amounting to £486 per annum, secured upon prop- 
erties close to Wimbledon Station. 

ESSRS. 8S. WALKER & RUNTZ will 

a SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, on MON- 

DAY,JULY 2nd, at TWO, in Thirty-one Lots, valuable 

FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £486 per annum, 


arising from eight commanding Shops and Two | 
Residences in that thriving and important business | the J 
| by electric light and every convenience; moderate | 

rent.—Apply at the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of | 


thoroughfare, Wimbledon- bill; also upon eleven 
superior detached and semi-detached Kesidences 
and Institutions in the orple and Mansel-roads 


oining, and upon eleven Residences in the Ling- | 


ad 

flor ,and on the Ridway, Wimbledon-common, 
pe anger = J excellent investments for trustees ana 
others, 
with reversions to the rack rentals now approaching 


per annum at the expiration of the existing | 


leases. 

At the same time and place, Two valuable and 
attractive Freehold Building Estates, known as The 
Grange, Southside, Wimbledon-common, and the 
Wimbledon-hill Estate (close to the station), will be 
offered for Sale in £8 Plots, 

Particulars, conditions of sale, and plans of Messrs. 
Simpson, Hammond, & Richards, Solicitors, 16 
Furniva)’s-inn, K.C. ; at the Mart; 
at Wimbledon and Putney ; and of the Auctioneers, 
92, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


By order of the Mortgagee —Absolute Reversion. 


ESSRS. BEAL, SON, & CHARTRES are 

instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the 

Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.. on MONDAY, 

1888, at TWO o’clock precisely, the ABSO- 

ERSION on the death of the Jife tenant, 

now 46 years of age, to ONE-THI 

INDIA FOUR per 

--y fully paid-up Shares (Rs. 500 each) of the Bank 

oO ngal, 

Particulars may be had of Messrs. Lake & New, 

Solicitors, Stockport; Mr. C. E. Beal, Solicitor, 30. 

Regent-street, London; and at the Auction and 

Estate Offices, 20, Regent-street, London, and at 
Eastbourne. 





ESSRS. DEBENHAM, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST coc: 
‘ATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
ded Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Keni 
House Pro and Investments generally, is 





1 for inserticc should be recei+ ed not later than 
four days previous to the cud of the priceding month, 





at the Mart, Tckenhouse-yard, E.C., as 
| 





Station of London and | 


No. 8 le | %. 
on dant Sect Ben: gel oe a. ae | this select and convenient locality should see these 


Unexpired term 80 years. | 
D. W. | 


ars of the respective Solicitors, and of the | 


giving security nearly equal to Consels, and | 


rincipal Hotels | 


RD of Rs. 15€,000 | 
ENT. RUPEE PAPER, and tw | 


TEWSON, | 


| Tues., June 19 
| Tues,, June 26 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1883, 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of Loné@on, as follows -- 
Tues., July 24 Tues., Aug 23 
Tues., July 31 Tues., Oct 9 
Tues., Aug7 Tues., Oct 23 
Tues., Aug 14 Tues., Nov 6 
Tues., Aug 2t es., Nov 20 
Tues., Dec 11 
Auctions can also be held on other days. In order to 
insure proper publicity, due notice should be given. 
The period between such notice and the proposed auc- 
tion must considerably depend upon the nature of the 
a pert! to be sold. A printed scale of terms can be 
nad at 80, Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Telephone 


No, 1,503. 
h by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, ., on TRSDAY, JUNE 28, the 
VALUABLE FREEHOLD BUILDING ESTATE 
of 123 acres, of which 50 acres have a sea frontage, 
lying to the north of and within a mile of Broad- 
stairs Station, either as a whole or in plots. The 
land, which is thoroughly ripe for building, has 
extensive frontages to the main roads and sea, is 
situate in a healtby position, and is but afew minutes 
from the station, from whence there is a capital ser- 
vice of trains to town. 

Particulars and plans may be obtained of Messrs. 


Tues., July 3 
Tues., July 10 
Tues., July 17 


Freehold Building Land. 
BROADSTAIRS, KENT. 
ESSRS. MOSS & JAMESON will SELL 


| Trevor & Pilling, Chartered Accountants, 2, Clarence- 


buildings, Booth- street, Manchester; Messrs. 
Grundy, Kershaw. & Co., Solicitors, Manchester, 
and 19, Southampton-buildings, W.C.; and at the 
Auctioneers’ Offices, 77, Chancery-lane, W.c, 


) and 4, LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS, — 





i @ Two of the handsome large Rooms on the ground 
| floor of this fine building remain to be Let. Good 
| light, one room having large bay window looking on 


to the gardens, Professional men seeking offices in 


premises at once. Strictly moderate rental.—Apply 
to the Manager, Collector’s Office, 63 and 64, Chan- 
cery-lane. 


ESIDENTIAL CHAMBERS to be LEI 

in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, fitted with every con- 
venience ; bath room (hot and cold water); key and 
use of square; splendid situation; moderate rent.— 





Apply to the Attendant, on the premises, 3 and 4, | 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields; or at the Collector’s Office, in 


| the Hall of 63, Chancery-lane. 


ARRISTERS and Others Seeking 
CHAMBERS close to the Law Courts.—A 
splendid Suite of two, three, or five rooms to be Let. 


in a fine Building quite near the Law Courts, and | 


adjoining the Chancery-lane Safe Deposit. Lighted 


63 and 64, Chancery-lane. al Ses 
(721088 and CHAMBERS, — Lofty 

and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Cha: 
(opposite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
furnished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.- 
Apply to Messrs. C. A. HARRISON & Co., Chartered 
Accountants, on the premises. 





Pg mony to be LET.— Some splendid 
Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
Courts, the Patent Office, and the Uhancery-lane 
Safe Deposit; lighted by electric light, and with 
every convenience ; moderate rent; well suited for a 
solicitor, law stationer, or patent agent.—Apply at 





| the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, Chan- 


cery-lane. 


SOLICITORS REMOVING.— High- 





O 
T class professional Chambers to Let at 63, Lin- 


coln’s-inn-fields, an absolutely fire-proof, sanitary, 
and well-lighted building ; strong roums, bydraulic 
safety lift, warmed corridors, speaking tubes, hail 


| porter, and resident housekeeper ; may be viewed at 


anytime. ss es abe ISS 
N ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
4) to announce that their Sales by Auction of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 





| &c.,are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
| and Fridays. 


The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 


| and others is particularly called to this ready means 
| for the disposal of Property of deceased and other 


clients. 
In consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 


| quantities at short notice (if required). 


| 1793), 88 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C 
published on the first day of each month, and may be | 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, | 
&.C., or will be sent by post in return forthreestamps.— | 


Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 


Valuations for Probate or‘lransfer. Terms on ap- 


plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 


Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week 


; Saturday excepte.|). 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 
Lonpow; 1, Moorgate-street, E.0, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1887) :— 
Fire Premiums ..,, «oe £607,000 
Life Premiums .., 197,000 
Interest... 143,000 
$3,421,000 


AnuEpuey, 1, 


ow eee eee 





Accumulated Funds 
4 i HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 
CO., Limited, 5, Lothbury, Bank, London, E.C, 
UBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £500,000, 
The Directors invite sppientions for Agencies. 
H. FOSTER OU TLER, 


Manager and Secretary. 


[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manage r, 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854, 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi« 
ness. 


Chiez Office— _ 
216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed exceed 
the sum of £1,900,000 re. 
Chairman—J AMEs CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. fiae 

& Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage or 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent. : 

The Company also purchases Reversions. 

Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
Annual Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on epplication to 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBEOK BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 
HREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 





ncery-lane | 


T 
DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons ; and the purchase 


| and sale of Stocks, Shares,and Annuities. Letters of 


Credit and Circular Notes issued. ; i 
he BIRKBECK ALMANAOCK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on application. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 





(published by authority) and 

COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 


fb :s ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
i begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette 
kept. Bvappointment. 


LONDON GAZETTE 
LONDON and 


= 





rE URNISH your HOUSES or APART- 
ME THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal, Suits all. 
Founded a.D. 1868. 
Furnish direct from as oe ufacturer, from £10 to 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 
Catalogues, estima hon, ome opinions, testimonials, 
Pp ‘ 
Ff. MOEDER, 248, 249, & 250, Tottenham-court rd.,W. 
ALSO L 


tor HIRE ONLY 








HOME for the TREATMENT and CURE 

of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
High Sbot House, ickenham. — Charmingly 
secluded. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 
| Billiard room, library, lawn teunis court, bowls, &c. 
| ‘Lhe whole staff pledged abstainers. ‘lerms—2} to & 
guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical / 
Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed. ; and 
reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & MORRIS 


Solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London. 








